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ABSTRACT 
TEACHER AND ADMINSTRATOR PERCEP TIONS OT 
TEACHER PERFORMANCE EVALUATIONS SYSTMS IN 
TWO GEORGIA PUBLIC SCHOOL DISTRICTS 
MAY 2004 
JANE FORD-BROCATO 
B. A. UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
M. A. ARMSTRONG STATE COLLEGE 
Ed. D. GEORGIA SOUTHERN UNIVERSITY 
Directed by Professor Michael D. Richardson 
Teacher evaluation has the potential for improving teachers' skills and 
contributing to school improvement. This study was designed to measure and compare 
the perceptions of teachers and administrators regarding two performance evaluation 
systems that were in use in two comparable Georgia school districts during the 2001- 
2002 school year to determine if teachers and administrators perceived any significant 
difference between the two systems of teacher evaluation and their impact on improving 
instruction and promoting professional growth. One of the school district's utilized a 
locally adopted alternative teacher evaluation system, while the other school district 
maintained its use of the Georgia Teacher Evaluation Program. A survey instrument was 
distributed to teachers and building -level administrators in both the Southeast and 
Central School Districts. The items on the survey asked the respondents to rate their 
vii 
perceptions of their teacher evaluation system in terms of 16 characteristics, along with 
being asked to respond to open-ended questions that addressed the strengths and 
weaknesses of their teacher evaluation systems, as well as to note their responses as to 
how their teacher evaluation system could be improved. I he data collected on the survey 
was summarized and analyzed in the form of a frequeney distribution summary , a profile 
of means and standard deviations, t-tests. and two-way Analysis of variance. The 
responses to the open-ended questions were analyzed and categorized according to the 
frequency of responses. 
The results of the study indicated that teachers and school administrators in both 
school districts did not differ statistically with each other as to the impact of their teacher 
evaluation system on improving instruction and promoting professional growth when 
compared individually by school district. However, when the school districts were 
compared together, position and school district did have a statistically significant impact 
on teachers" and administrators' ratings of their teacher evaluation system on improving 
instruction. While administrators in both school districts were in close agreement, the 
teachers in the Southeast School District were more undecided than the teachers in the 
Central the School District on the effectiveness of their teacher evaluation system on 
improving instruction. 
The findings of this study also indicated, that while teachers and school 
administrators may not always have differences in their perceptions of the impact of the 
their teacher evaluation system on improving instruction and promoting professional 
growth, there were a variety of opinions noted in their responses to the open-ended 
questions. While the majority of the respondents in both school districts stated that their 
teacher evaluation system had a positive effect on instructional improvement and 
provided opportunities for professional growth, respondents from the Southeast School 
[District made note of the time-consuming paperwork and lack of objectivity of their 
teacher evaluation system. Respondents from the Central School District cited that their 
process was subjective and generic and that the classroom observations were too brief 
and limited in scope. Although a majority of the administrators in the Southeast School 
District suggested a return to the state devised Georgia Teacher Evaluation Program, only 
a small percentage of teachers suggested that as an improvement. A large percentage of 
respondents in the Central School System wanted their evaluation system to be 
restructured, incorporating peer and self-evaluation needed to be included into the teacher 
evaluation process. 
The study's results also suggest that every effort needs to be made to ensure that 
teachers are supported by a teacher evaluation system that provides them with the 
opportunity to improve their instructional skills and promote their professional growth. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Instructional expertise is the heart of the learning enterprise. Effective teachers are 
the key to better education (Seals, 1998; Stronge. 1997; Wise. Darling-Hammond. 
McLaughlin & Bernstein, 1984). Although there are numerous influences on the ability 
of students to learn the skills and understandings necessary to have a successful career, 
the role of the teacher in this process has increased in importance in the eyes of the 
public. 
Background of the Study 
Teacher evaluation has the potential for improving teachers" skills and contributing to 
school improvement. Most educators agree that an era of increased accountability calls 
for increased teaching effectiveness (Bushvveller. 1998; Danielson, 2001; Danielson & 
McGreal, 2000; Darling-Hammond & Sclan, 1992; Hobson, 1989; Seals, 1998). 
Therefore, educators want an evaluation process that focuses on the teaching learning 
process and how it can be improved. Current evaluation systems need to be evaluated to 
determine if they are relevant and useful to administrators and teachers in improving 
instruction and promoting professional growth. 
The signals are clear that educators need to begin serious research in the area of 
teacher evaluation in order to improve the quality of classroom instruction. Performance 
appraisal is one of the most difficult, but crucial, factors in improving a teacher's 
effectiveness (Hardy, 1997; Hawley & Valli, 1998; Hobson, 1989; Johnson 1998; Mertler 
& Peterson. 1997; Rossi & Tepper. 1998; Sando. 1995; Stronge. 1997). The appropriate 
benchmarks used to assess a teacher's performance can be elusive. There is little 
agreement in literature or among educators as to the best method of teacher evaluation 
(Black, 1998; Carroll, 1997; Darling-Hammond, 1998; Dawson & Acker-Hocevar, 1998; 
Gullatt & Bullard. 1998; Havvley & Valli. 1998; Lofton. Hill & Claudet. 1997; 
Papanastasiou, 1999; Santeusanio, 1998). Does a teacher performance evaluation system 
exist that recognizes high-quality teaching and truly measures a teacher's competence to 
teach a classroom of students the necessary skills and behaviors to help them become 
literate, self-disciplined learners prepared to meet the demands of an increasingly 
complex society? Although there are other means to achieving professional growth, such 
as staff development efforts, graduate classes, and peer coaching, does a system exist that 
will provide the feedback needed to enhance a teacher's professional growth? Does a 
teacher performance evaluation system exist that will evaluate both the formative and 
summative aspects of teacher performance'? 
Questions concerning the current status and perception of existing teacher evaluation 
systems need to be investigated. State law in Georgia requires that all certificated 
professional personnel employed in the state have their performance evaluated annually 
by trained evaluators, as mandated by the Quality Basic Education Act of 1985 
(O.C.G.A. 20-2-210). As noted in the Georgia Teacher Evaluation Program: Evaluation 
Manual (1993), along with this mandate, the state of Georgia had provided the Georgia 
Teacher Evaluation Program (GTEP) that all school districts were to follow. This 
evaluation program consists of the Georgia Teacher Qbservation Instrument (GTOl) and 
the Georgia Teacher Duties and Responsibilities Instrument (GTDRI). These instruments 
were designed to provide both formative and summative evaluation data, thus leading to 
improved instruction throughout the state (Georgia Teacher Evaluation Program: 
Evaluation Manual, 1993). 
However, beginning with the 1995-1996 school year, the Georgia State Board of 
Education relinquished the responsibility for administration of the evaluation process to 
the local school districts. Beginning with school year 1996-1997, some school districts 
have continued to use the G'fEP. while others have elected to develop their own 
instruments to assess teaching effectiveness and to improve the quality of instruction 
(Hardy, 1997). 
However, with the March 2000 passage by the General Assembly of Georgia, House 
Bill 1187. the A-Plus Education Reform Act of2000, annual teacher evaluations in school 
systems throughout Georgia are required, at a minimum, to include the following: 
1. a teacher's success in meeting the school's achievement goals including the 
academic gains of students assigned to the teacher; 
2. observations of the teacher by the principal and assistance principal during 
the delivery of instruction and at other times as appropriate; 
3. participation in professional development opportunities and the application 
of concepts learned to classroom and school activities; 
4. communication and interpersonal skills as they relate to interaction with 
students, other teachers, administrators, and other school personnel; 
5. timeliness and attendance for assigned responsibilities: 
6. adherence to school and school system procedures and rules; and 
7. personal conduct while in performance of school duties. (Section 32-33) 
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The Central School Districts Choice 
A central Georgia school district, (in this study referred to as the Central School 
District), among others, has continued to utilize the state of Georgia's Georgia Teacher 
Evaluation Program (GTEP), with modifications, as a means to evaluate teacher 
performance. According to the Georgia Teacher Evaluation Program: Evaluation 
:Vianual, which was revised in 1993, teacher evaluation "is an integral component in the 
process of improving teaching and learning" (p. 1). The manual further states that the 
purposes of the annual performance evaluation are to identify and reinforce effective 
teaching practices, to identify areas where development can improve instructional 
effectiveness, and to identify teachers who do not meet the minimum standards so that 
appropriate action can be taken. The components of the Georgia Teacher Evaluation 
Program were prepared through collaborative efforts of the Georgia Department of 
Education, the Georgia Teacher Evaluation Project at Georgia State University, the 
Performance Assessment Eaboratory at the University of Georgia, and consultants from 
school districts, state agencies, colleges, and universities. Through questionnaires, 
interviews, evaluation documentation, debriefing sessions, and other means of formal and 
informal communication, teachers and administrators in every school system in Georgia 
provided information vital to the production of the teacher evaluation program (Georgia 
Teacher Evaluation Program: Evaluation Manual). 
In order to provide background information about the various issues surrounding the 
development of the GTEP, the program's manual explains that the initial development of 
the Georgia Teacher Observation Instrument (GTOI), a component of GTEP, was based 
on a review of teacher effectiveness research. It further explains that the GTOI 
instrument was field tested from 1986-1989. Following field-testing, it was initially 
required for certified Georgia teachers during the 1989-1990 school year. Beginning 
with the 1990-1991 school year, the instrument was used to evaluate both beginning and 
experienced teachers (Georgia Teacher Evaluation Program: Evaluation Manual). 
The GTOI dimension statements and effective practices were drawn from well- 
documented research. The GTOI Observation Record Form consists of 11 competencies 
spread across three areas of educational instruction: providing instruction (3 
competencies), assessing and encouraging student progress (4 competencies), and 
managing the learning environment (3 competencies). Each competency may be rated as 
either satisfactory (S) or needs improvement (Nl) and one of the 11 may be rated as not 
applicable. The initial Georgia Teacher Duties and Responsibilities Instrument (GTDRI ) 
was developed from a review of teacher duties and responsibilities as described in teacher 
evaluation instruments used in Georgia and other states (Burkhalter, 1992). 
The Georgia Teacher Evaluation Program: Evaluation Manual (1993) describes the 
eight basic steps in the Georgia Teacher Evaluation Process. Step one consists of an 
orientation to the GTEP prior to a teacher's initial evaluation observation. Step two 
provides a preevaluation conference if requested by either the teacher or the evaluator. 
According to step three, teachers must be notified of the evaluation process and the 
guidelines under which they will be evaluated. The GTEP consists of classroom 
observations for scoring the Georgia Teacher Observation Instrument (GTOI) and 
ongoing schoolwide observations for scoring the Georgia Teacher Duties and 
Responsibilities Instrument (GTDRJ). This step involves the standard evaluation process 
of a minimum of three unannounced observations and the formative process of at least 
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one classroom observation used tor diagnostic purposes, not for use when determining 
the overall evaluation rating. At this point, a teacher who has accumulated five or more 
needs improvement scores must participate in the extended phase of the program that 
involves additional observations and conferences during the school year. Step four 
consists of scoring the classroom observations and w riting comments for each of the 
tasks listed, as well as noting any area in the Georgia Teacher and Duties and 
Responsibilities Instrument (GTDRI) that are not satisfactory. 
A post observation conference is required in step five if either the teacher or the 
evaluator requests it. Step six requires the Annual Evaluation Summary Report, as well 
as summary information on areas of strength, areas of improvement, and areas for 
professional development. Step seven requires an annual evaluation conference for 
teachers in the standard evaluation process, during which a summary of the results of the 
G'fOI and the GTDRI are presented. The conference is also required for teachers in the 
formative evaluation process if the teacher's performance was judged to be unsatisfactory 
on the GTDRI. Step eight discusses Professional Development Plans (PDP) that are 
encouraged for all teachers as part of continuing staff development for the benefit of the 
individual teacher. However, at a minimum, teachers whose Overall Evaluation 
Summary results are unsatisfactory or who demonstrate other needs are required to have 
a PDP (Georgia Teacher Evaluation Program: Evaluation Manual, 1993) . 
According to the Georgia Teacher Evaluation Program: Evaluation Manual (revised 
1993), establishing the credibility of the evaluation program was an essential part of the 
program development and implementation. During the 1990-1991 school year, a limited 
validation study was conducted. Every GTOI dimension and GTDRI statement received 
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positive support from the total group of survey respondents. The GTEP evaluation cycle 
of formative and standard observations was implemented in 1991-1992. A sample of 
more than 1,000 teachers from throughout the state were mailed the GTEP Summary 
Survey, with 72% of the surveys completed and returned. Approximately 85% of the 
respondents agreed that evaluation using the GTOI and GTEP was appropriate. 
Approximately three-fourths of the respondents believed that the GTOI and the GTDRI 
together address the most important teaching behaviors that should be considered for 
teacher evaluation and that the GTEP is a fair and reasonable teacher evaluation program 
(Georgia Teacher Evaluation Program Manual, 1993). 
The (ieorgia Teacher Evaluation Program: Evaluation Manual (1993) provides a 
synopsis of the reliability and validity issues surrounding the program. Evidence of the 
reliability of the GTOI has been investigated, beginning with a 1987-1988 extended pilot 
test. Studies have examined both interobserver agreement in scoring decisions among 
evaluators observing the same behavior, as well as the generalizability of GTOI scores 
across evaluators, dimensions, and occasions. Interobserver agreement was reasonably 
high in studies conducted during the 1988-1989 field-test. Generalizability coefficients 
were moderate. Dependability results indicated that the probability of an error in scoring 
resulting in a false denial was relatively low. 
In order to accommodate Georgia's House Bill 1187, the A- Plus Education Reform 
Act of2000, the Central School District adapted the Georgia Duties and Responsibilities 
Instrument to include a teacher's success in meeting student achievement goals as 
measured by test data, trends, and behavior gains, a teacher's success in meeting school 
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based goals, and a teacher's professional development and application of concepts 
learned. (S.V. McGee, personal communication, July 2002) 
Southeast Georgia School District: Adapted Model 
By contrast, beginning with the 1996-1997 school year, a southeast Georgia school 
district, (in this study referred to as the Southeast School District), discontinued its use of 
the GTEP and developed and implemented a new evaluation document during August of 
1996, The Teacher Performance Appraisal Instrument (TPAI). According to the manual. 
TPAI was developed by a team of district administrators and teachers to facilitate both 
the formative and summative aspects of evaluation in order to improve the quality of 
instruction provided to the students. In addition, the manual states that, at that time, the 
board of education in that district believed that teachers were partners in the overall 
effectiveness of the school to which they were assigned and responsible to the students 
assigned to them (Performance Evaluation Documents. 1996). 
After receiving feedback on the original evaluation document, the team revised the 
instrument in October 1996. The document was revised again in September 1998 and in 
February 1999. The February 1999 revision formally added the Quality Teacher 
Evaluation Instrument component. Only teachers within the district who had received 
training in Total Quality Learning, one of the school system's initiatives, were evaluated 
using the Quality Teacher Evaluation Instrument. The need for a further revision of the 
Teacher Performance Appraisal Instrument was noted as the result of the Quality feacher 
Evaluation Survey that was administered in the spring of 1999. The results of this survev 
indicated that only 23% of Quality-trained administrators and 26% of Quality-trained 
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teachers were satisfied with the Quality Teacher Evaluation process (Quality Teacher 
Evaluation Instrument Survey, April 1999). 
In addition, when the teacher evaluation team met in the summer 1999. they 
recommended that there should be only one teacher evaluation instrument, one that 
would be applicable for all classroom teachers within a school. They further 
recommended that the instrument should have concisely stated functions, a reasonable 
number of indicators for each function, and clearly established levels of performance for 
each indicator. To facilitate the implementation of current initiatives within the district 
and the school improvement process, to develop and assess a teacher's capacity to 
improve student performance, and to improve the quality of the evaluation process for all 
teachers, the team, utilizing a collaborative process, adapted the state of Tennessee's 
Eramework for Evaluation and Professional Growth that was approved by the Tennessee 
Board of Education in April 1997 {Framework for Evaluation and Professional Growth: 
Teacher Performance Appraisal Instrument, 1999). 
According to the school district's August 1999 revision of the Framework for 
Evaluation and Professional Growth: Teacher Performance Appraisal Instrument, each 
teacher within that school district should possess a repertoire of teaching strategies. The 
content, purposes of instruction, and needs of students should drive the selection and 
implementation of appropriate strategies. In addition, the framework stresses that the 
effectiveness of teaching behavior must be assessed in light of student, school, and school 
district characteristics, needs, and organizational structures, student performance, and 
long-term as well as short-term instructional effectiveness (Framework for Evaluation 
and Professional Growth: Teacher Performance Appraisal Instrument. 1999). Moreov er. 
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multiple sources of data were essential for the development of a complete picture of 
teaching performance. It also was also important that the evaluation process 
accommodated the needs of beginning educators, as well as the differing needs of 
experienced educators, and that all teachers understood the evaluation process. A direct 
link between evaluation results and planned professional growth was also one of the basic 
principles upon which the teacher performance appraisal instrument was built 
(Framework for Evaluation and Professional Growth: Teacher Performance Appraisal 
Instrument. 1999). 
In recognizing the differing needs of students, teachers, and schools, the appraisal 
instrument contained two major evaluation components, (a) Comprehensive Assessment 
and Professional Growth and (b) Focused Assessment and Professional Growth. The 
Comprehensive Assessment model contained six major functions: planning, teaching 
strategies, assessment and evaluation, learning environment, professional growth, and 
communication. Each of these functions had two or three major indicators, listed along 
with two to five general expectations and measurement statements for each indicator. 
T he instrument clearly defined four different levels of performance for each indicator: 
unsatisfactory, minimally competent, professionally competent, and outstanding. This 
model contained the necessary structure to provide a comprehensive picture of the 
educator's performance, as well as a focus for professional growth, by incorporating 
conferences, teacher self-assessments, anecdotal data collection during classroom 
observations with follow-up appraisal records, planning, reflecting, and educator 
information records, annual summary evaluation reports, and individualized future 
professional growth plans {Framework for Evaluation and Professional Growth: Teacher 
Performance Appraisal Instrument, August 1999). 
All elementary and seeondary teachers in the sehool district were evaluated using the 
Comprehensive Assessment and Professional Growth component during the first year of 
the performance appraisal's implementation. After the first year of implementation, there 
was the option to assess only beginning (probationary and nontenured) educators, as well 
as experienced educators who requested/required structured input from a supervisor or 
administrator, using the Comprehensive Assessment and Professional Growth component 
with the Focused Assessment and Professional Growth component used to evaluate 
professionally licensed personnel who were tenured and did not require structured input 
from a supervisor or administrator (Framework for Evaluation and Professional Growth: 
Teacher Performance Appraisal Instrument, August 1999). 
The Focused Assessment and Professional Growth component began with an 
identification of the current performance level, based on previous evaluations, the 
educator's self-assessment, and student performance information. Given this 
information, a growth goal and Professional Growth Plan would be developed by the 
educator with administrator input. According to the school system's August 1999 
Framework for Professional Growth: Teachers Performance Appraisal Instrument's 
manual, the Growth Plan had to contain the following: areas to be strengthened for 
growth that were identified based on evidence of student performance collected through a 
variety of assessment techniques and attention to Performance Standards, Statement of 
Professional Growth Goals, Objectives, outline of the Action Plan that included a 
timeline for completion, identification of evaluation methods/criteria that w ould be used 
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to assess progress/growth as a result of implementation of the plan, and statement of 
expected benefits with emphasis placed upon the impact of the educator's growth on 
student observations, research, and study for the purpose of strengthening content and 
pedagogical or professional skills, action research, collaborations, and the use of a 
cognitive coach during the implementation phase with students. The evaluator would 
monitor the implementation of the plan and conduct a goal-evaluation summative 
conference at the end of the evaluation period. When using the Focused Assessment and 
Professional Growth component, the evaluator retained the right to conduct classroom 
observations and review other data as needed (Framework for Professional Growth: 
Teacher Performance Appraisal Instrument, August 1999). 
In summary, the Southeast School District's Teacher Performance Appraisal 
Instrument (TPAI) provided flexibility for both the school and the educator. The 
Comprehensive Assessment and Professional Growth was the only required component 
of the framework. Schools and educators could choose to implement the Focused 
Assessment and Professional Growth component in order to tailor the evaluation more 
effectively to align with identified student needs, educator needs, school improvement 
plans, and district needs, as well as build on the existing knowledge of an educator's 
performance. At this time no validity and reliability data have been gathered on this 
instrument. 
However, to add consistency to the teacher evaluation process and address 
administrators' and teachers' concerns regarding the uniformity and use of the August 
1999 revision of the Framework for Evaluation and Professional Growth: Teacher 
Performance Appraisal Instrument, a committee of administrators modified the 
instrument in August 2000. (V. Edwards, personal communication. August 2000). The 
teacher evaluation system was divided into two major parts: Teacher Performance 
Appraisal (TPAI) and Teacher Duties and Responsibilities Instrument (TDRI). The 
TPAI, while eliminating the Focused Assessment and Professional Growth component, 
retained the Comprehensive Assessment model's six major functions with their 
accompanying indicators. Rather than being scored as unsatisfactory, minimally 
competent, professionally competent, or outstanding, the indicators are scored as 
satisfactory or unsatisfactory (Frameworkfor Evaluation and Professional Growth: 
Teacher Performance Appraisal Instrument, 2000). 
The model continued to incorporate conferences, teacher self-assessments, anecdotal 
data collection during classroom observation with follow up appraisal records, reflecting 
and educator information records, annual summary evaluation reports, and individualized 
future professional growth plans. The TDRI, adapted from the GTEP, was utilized to 
allow administrators to take a comprehensive look at other teacher duties that were not 
sufficiently weighted in the earlier version of the instrument. In order to receive an 
overall rating of satisfactory, both the TPAI and the TDRI must be rated satisfactory. 
The summative report had an added section that allowed administrators to commend 
those teachers who provided additional services to their students, their schools, and the 
teaching profession. The committee recommended, and the superintendent agreed, that 
all the schools in the district were to utilize this modified version of the teacher 
evaluation instrument for the 2000-2001 school year, while the school district kept 
apprised of the possible development of a new instrument from the Georgia Department 
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of Education in line with the education reform bill (V. Edwards, personal 
communication. August 1, 2000). 
With both evaluation systems, all aspects of the evaluation process and results were 
confidential and were to be shared only with appropriate personnel. Within the same 
school district, official evaluation records, documentation, and attachments could be 
transferred. However, they could not be transferred to other school districts, 
organizations, or individuals without written permission of the teacher. In addition, the 
Fair Dismissal Law (O.C.G.A. 20-2-940 through 20-2-947) governed the guidelines for 
contract nonrenewal or termination during the contract term. 
Statement of the Problem 
The Georgia's House Bill 1187, the A-Plus Education Reform Act of2000. was 
passed by the Georgia General Assembly on March 16, 2000. The legislation was 
intended to be a comprehensive education reform statute designed to increase student 
academic performance and to hold local schools accountable for student progress. A 
significant provision of the legislation concerned annual teacher evaluations. While the 
local school district retained the responsibility for the administration of the evaluation 
process, the bill required that annual teacher evaluations, at a minimum, take into 
consideration the role of the teacher in meeting the schools achievement goals, 
observations by the school administrator, participation in professional development 
activities, communication and interpersonal skills, timeliness and attendance for assigned 
responsibilities, adherence to school and school system procedures and rules, and 
personal conduct while in performance of school duties (Section 32-33). 
15 
The proposed study attempted to analyze and compare the perceptions of teachers and 
building-level administrators in two of Georgia's largest school districts, the Southeast 
School District and the Central School District, concerning the different teacher 
evaluation systems utilized by these districts during the 2001-2002 school year. 
In order to assist both school districts in assessing the effectiveness of the teacher 
evaluation systems in use in their school districts during the 2001-2002 school year in 
accomplishing the stated purposes of improved instruction and professional growth, an 
awareness of each school district's teachers, assistant principals, and principals toward 
the evaluation system needed to be surveyed. The investigator provided a foundation 
upon which each school district could build as it evaluated the effectiveness of its teacher 
evaluation system. Therefore, the following three propositions were put forth in this 
study: 
1. There is a relationship between the system of teacher evaluation and the 
improvement of instruction. 
2. There is a relationship between the system of teacher evaluation and teacher 
growth. 
3. The Framework for Evaluation and Professional Growth: Teacher Performance 
Appraisal Instrument implemented by the Southeast School District, and the 
Georgia Teacher Evaluation Program utilized by the Central School District, are 
used to facilitate both the formative and summative aspects of teacher evaluation. 
Research Questions 
This study was designed to assess the perceptions of teachers and administrators 
regarding a locally adopted alternative teacher evaluation system entitled the Framework 
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for Evaluation and Professional Growth: Teacher Performance Appraisal Instrument and 
The Duties and Responsibilities Instrument that was in use in a Georgia public school 
district to determine if teachers and administrators perceived any significant relationship 
between this method of teacher evaluation and its effectiveness on improving instruction 
and its impact on promoting professional growth. The teachers' and administrators" 
perceptions in this district were compared to the perceptions of teachers and 
administrators regarding the Georgia Teacher Evaluation Program that was in use in a 
comparable school district. Differences in teachers' and administrators" perceptions of 
the teacher evaluation system that was in use in their school district during the 2001-2002 
school year were analyzed and discussed. 
The following research question was examined in this study: What were the 
perceptions of school administrators and teachers regarding the effectiveness of the 
teacher evaluation system that was in place in their Georgia public school district during 
the 2001-2002 school year? To determine the perceptions of the administrators and 
teachers, the following subquestions were addressed: 
1. How do school administrators and teachers differ in their ratings of the overall 
effectiveness on improving instruction of their teacher evaluation system? 
2. How do school administrators and teachers differ in their ratings of the overall 
impact on promoting professional growth of their teacher evaluation system? 
3. How do perceptions of instructional improvement vary by position and school 
district'? 
4. How do perceptions of professional growth vary by position and school district? 
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5. How do perceptions of the strengths of the evaluation system vary by position and 
school district? 
6. How do perceptions of the weaknesses of the evaluation system vary by position 
and school district? 
7. How do perceptions of the improvements of the evaluation system vary by- 
position and school district? 
Importance of the Study 
Teacher evaluation has the potential for improving teachers" skills and contributing to 
school improvement. In order to increase the chances that teachers will grow- 
professionally as a result of the teacher evaluation process, this study examined the 
perception of the ability of the components of the teacher evaluation system that was 
utilized by the Southeast School District during the 2001-2002 school year to influence 
the improvement of instruction and to promote professional growth, in comparison to the 
perception of the ability of the components of the Georgia Teacher Evaluation Program 
that was utilized by the comparable Central School District during the 2001-2002 school 
year to improve instruction and promote professional growth. In addition, the aspects of 
an effective teacher evaluation system that could lead to changes in teaching practices 
were discussed. 
This study should prove useful to the participating school districts by providing 
baseline data that reflect the attitudes and perceptions of the districts" teachers and 
administrators toward the evaluation systems in use during the 2001-2002 school year 
and how these evaluation systems could be made more relevant and useful to teachers in 
improving instruction and promoting professional growth. Therefore, besides offering an 
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analysis of the perceived effectiveness of the Framework for Evaluation and Professional 
Growth: Teacher Performance Appraisal Instrument, used by one Georgia school district 
to evaluate and improve teacher performance, in comparison with an analysis of the 
perceived effectiveness of the Georgia Teacher Evaluation Program, used by a 
comparable school district, the study may provide suggestions for a successful alternative 
to teacher performance evaluation in other Georgia schools. 
By providing future teachers with an awareness of what is expected of them when 
they get their first jobs, it could also be of significance to teacher preparation programs in 
the state's universities. As state legislators attempt to improve the quality of teaching in 
the public schools, they may find the results of this study useful in assessing procedures 
for teacher evaluation in Georgia's schools, particularly in light of the educational 
reforms adopted by the Georgia legislature in the spring of the year 2000. 
In addition. Congress, in 2001, passed by an overwhelming majority, the No Child 
Left Behind Act (NCLB), a law that builds upon a foundation of accountability for 
improving student achievement, increased flexibility and local control, expanded parental 
options, and data-driven research-informed instruction to achieve a quality education for 
all students by the 2013-2014 school year. To meet the 100% proficiency goal, the state 
of Georgia has defined what it considers Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP), a set of 
performance goals that established the minimum levels of improvement, based on student 
performance on state standardized tests, that schools, local education agencies, and the 
State as a whole must achieve within the time frames specified in the law. The No Child 
Eeft Behind law is based on one assumption: that every child - regardless of income, 
gender, race, ethnicity, or disability - can learn, and that every child deserves to learn. 
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All the efforts toward reforming schools now must be focused on ensuring that student 
achievement and learning improve. Recognizing the importance of effective teachers, 
NCLB requires that schools be staffed with highly qualified teachers. Improved teacher 
evaluations systems can help ensure that teachers are highly qualified. 
Procedures 
According to Best and Kahn (1986), the stated purpose of descriptive research is to 
describe, record, analyze, and interpret current relationships, practices, or trends. The 
study is descriptive in nature and based on the pereeptions of the respondents. 
A survey research method was utilized to answer the research questions posed in this 
study. This method allowed the researcher to gather data from a relatively large number 
of subjects during one time (Babbie, 1990). Aceording to Kerlinger (1973). survey 
research is best suited to assess the general characteristics of a population through 
sampling and is the most easily adapted to obtain personal beliefs and attitudes toward a 
given subject matter. 
The two school districts involved in this study are the Southeast School District that 
utilized the locally adopted the Framework for Evaluation and Professional Growth: 
Teacher Performance Appraisal Instrument, and the Central School District that used the 
Georgia Teacher Evaluation Program. These school districts were chosen because of the 
similarity of their demographic data. 
The population from which the subjects in this study were selected included all the 
principals and assistant principals in the Southeast Sehool District, with exception of the 
researcherm, and the Central School District along with 400 elementary classroom 
teachers in grades kindergarten through grade five. 100 middle school teachers in grades 
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six through eight, and 150 high school teachers in grades nine through twelve. 
Classroom teachers were defined as those involved in the direct instruction of students 
and are evaluated on professional, communication, and instructional responsibilities. 
This included regular and special education teachers, as well as those teaching in the 
special areas such as art, music, and physical education. The teachers were selected 
using a stratified random sampling from lists of all faculty employed in the elementary, 
middle, and high schools of the school districts to guarantee that all sub groups in the 
population were proportionately represented. 
The survey instrument that was used for data collection was adapted from the work of 
Bent (1993) who developed the instrument in December of 1991. The instrument was 
chosen for the present study because it addressed many of the study's research questions 
and allowed the researcher to analyze the growth-producing potential of the teacher 
performance appraisal instruments. Permission to use the instrument for this study was 
requested and received with permission to modify and adapt as needed. Modifications 
were made to the survey to fit the purposes of this study. 
The items on the survey asked the teacher or administrator to rate their perceptions of 
the teacher evaluation system that was in use in their school district on a Likert scale 
from ratings of "'strongly disagree," "disagree," "undecided," "agree," to "strongly agree" 
in terms of 16 characteristics. Nine of the questions addressed the evaluation system's 
effect on improving instruction, while seven of the questions addressed the evaluation 
system's impact on promoting professional growth. The questionnaire also asked the 
respondents to rate the overall effectiveness on improving teacher performance and the 
overall impact on promoting professional growth of his or her latest evaluation 
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experience, using a 9-point scale, with 1 representing very low effectiveness and no 
impact and 9 reflecting high effectiveness and strong impact. In addition, open-ended 
questions were included in order to incorporate the views of administrators and teachers 
toward the strengths and weaknesses of their district's teacher evaluation system, as well 
as to review their responses as to how the system could be improved. Teachers and 
administrators in the Southeast School District who had evaluated with or who had been 
evaluated by both the Georgia Teacher Evaluation Program and the district's Framework 
for Professional Growth: Teacher Performance Appraisal Instrument, also were asked to 
compare the locally adopted alternative system to the Georgia Teacher Evaluation 
Program. 
The data collected on the survey was summarized and analyzed in the form of a 
frequency distribution summary, a profile of means and standard deviations, t-tests, and 
two-way Analysis of Variance. The mean and standard deviation were tabulated for 
individual questionnaire items and reported for all respondents as well as for all teachers, 
on the one hand, and all school administrators on the other. 
Mean scores were derived for each group on the improving instruction scale and the 
promoting professional growth scale. To determine if administrators and teachers within 
each school district differed in their ratings of the effectiveness and impact of their 
teacher evaluation system, a t-test was performed on the mean scores for teachers and 
administrators in each individual school district on the improving instruction scale and 
the promoting professional growth scale to determine whether a significant difference 
existed between the two groups in each school district. An alpha of .05 was used to 
determine statistical significance. 
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In addition, the two-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) procedure was conducted to 
test the main and interaction effects of the factors of position and school district on the 
respondents' ratings of the effectiveness of their teacher evaluation system to improve 
instruction and promote professional growth. An alpha of .05 was used to determine 
statistical significance. The ANOVA was chosen beeause the means of more than two 
groups were being compared. 
While lacking in statistical precision, the responses to the open-ended research 
questions five, six, seven, and eight were included to note personal comments regarding 
the teacher evaluation system. The comments were investigated to determine whether 
any pattern of responses could be noted to support statistical data or add insight into the 
strengths, weaknesses and suggested improvements of the two teacher evaluation 
systems. In addition, the responses to the open-ended questions were analyzed and 
categorized according to the frequency of various responses. 
Assumptions 
For the purposes of this study, it was assumed that persons completing the survev 
were knowledgeable about their school district's teacher evaluation system, and that they 
would give honest perceptions of the survey instrument. In addition, the assumption was 
made that the ultimate goal of teacher evaluation is instructional improvement and 
increased student achievement and learning. The assumption was that traditional 
evaluation systems do not result in an improvement in instructional processes, but that 
evaluation systems can have a significant influence on the professional growth of 
teachers that will then improve the instructional process for students. 
Limitations 
Since this study was limited to two large urban school districts in Georgia, it will be 
difficult to make generalizations from this study with respect to other types of school 
systems in other parts of the state and country. Teachers typically have high levels of 
anxiety concerning the evaluation of their teaching (Hardy. 1997) and. therefore, may- 
have been somewhat defensive in their responses. Principals and assistant principals are 
usually overwhelmed by the paperwork burden of their jobs and may judge negatively 
any new task that may add to that burden. In addition, both administrators and teachers 
may have been reluctant to be completely honest in their responses; fearing reprisal if 
they responded negatively even though measures to ensure confidentiality had been 
incorporated. It also needs to be acknowledged that the purposes, priorities, and 
procedures of evaluations vary among school districts, making it difficult to generalize 
findings. 
Delimitations 
The study was limited to two large school districts in Georgia because of the 
similarity in their demographic characteristics, as well as their utilization of teacher 
evaluation systems that varied from one school district utilizing their school district's 
unique Framework for Evaluation and Professional Growth; Teacher Performance 
Appraisal Instrument, and the other school district using the state's Georgia Teacher 
Evaluation Program. The school districts were chosen because of the similarity of their 
demographics. 
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Definition of Terms 
For the purposes of this study, the following terms were defined: 
Accountability. Accountability refers to the evidence related to the value and quality 
of a person's performance that supports personnel decisions in regard to dismissal, 
demotion, promotion, and pay increases (Pfeifer. 1486). Accountability, according to 
Stiggins (1986), is used "to provide information for use in personnel management 
decisions such as hiring, firing, promotion, tenure, and. most recently, salary or merit." 
(p.52). 
Effectiveness. Effectiveness refers to the ability of the evaluation system to improve 
instruction and to promote professional growth. 
Evaluation. Evaluation is the process of making judgments regarding the merit or 
value of behaviors on the basis of predetermined criteria and objectives. 
Eeedback. Feedback is the process of giving information for the purpose of changing 
the behavior of those receiving the information (McLaughlin & Pfeifer, 1986). 
Eormative evaluation. Formative evaluation is a developmental process that includes 
efforts designed to improve the instructional behaviors of individual teachers (Dagley & 
Orso, 1991). 
Perception. Perception refers to those beliefs and/or attitudes that school 
administrators and teachers hold about teacher evaluation systems' procedures and 
processes. 
School administrators. School administrators are principals and assistant principals 
who are usually responsible for conducting the performance appraisal of teachers. 
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Summative evaluation. Summative evaluation is the administrative task of judging 
the ettectiveness and quality of teaching, often to determine the future employment status 
of the teacher (Dagley & Orso. 1991). 
Summary 
Performance appraisal is one of the most difficult, but crucial, factors in enhancing a 
teacher's effectiveness in improving student learning. However, the appropriate 
benchmarks used to assess a teacher's performance can be elusive. There is little 
agreement in the literature or among educators as to the best method of teacher 
evaluation. Does a system exist that truly measures a teacher's competence to teach a 
classroom of students the necessary skills and behaviors for them to be successful 
citizens in the future? Does a system exist that will enhance a teacher's professional 
growth? By examining and comparing the perceptions of building-level administrators 
and teachers in a school district in Georgia in which a locally adopted alternative teacher 
evaluation system was implemented to the perceptions of building-level administrators 
and teachers in a comparable school district in Georgia that utilized the state's Georgia 
Teacher Evaluation Program, the researcher hoped to provide information that school 
districts could use to improve the teacher evaluation process. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF RESEARCH AND RELATED LITERATURE 
Whereas legal mandates, school board policies, an individual school's policies and 
procedures, parental demands, facilities, changing demographics, and a host of other 
factors influence the education of students, according to Darling-Hammond (2003), 
"substantial research evidence suggests that well-prepared, capable teachers have the 
largest impact on student learning" (p. 7). According to Danielson (2001), "All educators 
- practitioners and policy-makers - recognize what discerning parents have always 
known: The quality of the individual teachers matters" (p. 12). However, the research 
suggests that the most effective way to evaluate a teacher's performance in order to 
improve the quality of instruction, increase student learning, and enhance the overall 
effectiveness of the school to which that teacher is assigned still needs to be determined 
(Bradshaw, Colby, & Joyner, 2002; Burkhalter, 1992; Bushweller, 1998; Danielson, 
2001; Dawson & Acker-Hocevar, 1998; McColskey & Eagleson, 1993; Painter. 2001; 
Peterson, 1995; Peterson, 2000; Protheroe, 2002; Prybylo, 1998; Spencer, 1992; 
Wiederhold, 1991). 
Background of the Study 
The argument has been made that in many school districts teacher evaluation is 
poorly conducted and has been viewed as a summative process used to make decisions 
concerning retention or dismissal, tenure, or. less frequently, salary adjustments. 
Peterson (1995) pointed out that, although teacher evaluation is a widespread and much 
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discussed activity in the schools, inadequate efforts and materials are the order of the day. 
He went on to say that poor practice in teacher evaluation is quietly accepted. Peterson 
defined this poor practice as including an administrator's infrequent classroom visits, the 
inadequate use of conferencing with teachers to talk over their work, and the filling out of 
annual report forms without constructive commentary. 
Other authors have concurred with this opinion. According to McColskey and 
Egelson (1993), teacher evaluation has often consisted of a one-way communication from 
an administrator to the teacher on the adequacy of the teacher's performance following 
two or more observation sessions, after which the administrator's subjective judgment 
became part of the teacher's personnel file. Duke (1993) stated that most conventional 
teacher evaluation systems in the United States have been characterized by a set of 
performance standards and a series of categories by which those standards could be 
checked, and that, typically, all teachers were checked on the same performance 
standards. According to Duke, "if there is a less meaningful ritual for the vast majority of 
experienced teachers, it would be hard to find" (p. 703). 
Consideration of alternate systems 
Although many school districts consider traditional teacher evaluation systems 
ineffective (Bushweller, 1998), there is an absence of agreement about effective teacher 
evaluation strategies. A ten-year follow-up study of teacher evaluation practices in the 
100 largest school districts in the United States was conducted by Loup, Garland, Ellett, 
and Rugutt (1996) to examine teacher evaluation practices in light of recent national 
movements in educational improvement. When data from that study were compared with 
the findings reported in 1987. it appeared that even ten years later teacher evaluation 
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practices and policies did not incorporate important teaching and learning elements 
identified through state and national efforts. However, a larger proportion of the 
respondents in the study did report that professional development was now a primary 
focus. This is in agreement with Anderson (1998) who pointed out, that there is a 
national shift from traditional to alternative assessment practices and the nation's push for 
greater accountability is likely to encourage experiments with alternative methods. 
The results of a study conducted by Bradshaw, Colby, and Joyner (2002) indicated 
that locally developed alternative evaluation systems were perceived by teachers as 
having stronger impacts on school improvement, professional development and student 
learning than state- mandated more traditional evaluation systems. The findings also 
indieated that locally developed evaluation systems were better able to support district 
reform initiatives, guide professional development, and use student learning as a focus for 
teacher evaluation. 
When Dawson and Acker-Hocevar (1998) studied the historical background of 
teacher evaluation processes from early American schooling to the 1990s, the historical 
exploration demonstrated a movement away from checklists of character traits toward a 
system that focused on both improved teaching and improved student learning. Most of 
the suggestions for improved teacher evaluation appeared to focus more on the formative 
aspects of teacher evaluation, along with meeting the summative functions of teacher 
evaluation. The formative aspects of teacher evaluation emphasize the importance of 
self-reflection and the professional growth of the teacher. Professional growth, in this 
context, is usually interpreted to mean ways of improving instruction. In contrast, 
summative evaluation involves the administrative task of judging the effectiveness and 
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quality of a teacher's instruction, often to determine the future employment status of a 
teacher. 
Legal issues 
Legal issues raised by teacher evaluation are of great concern to the public and 
educators. Although most states require some form of teacher evaluation, most states 
give considerable latitude to school districts to define and describe their evaluative 
criteria (Hazard, 1993). Wiederhold (1991) found that 41 states allowed their school 
districts to develop their own policies for evaluating teachers. 
Since teacher evaluations can lead to negative decisions or even dismissal for 
teachers, the role of unions and collective bargaining comes into the discussion of the 
legal ramifications of teacher evaluations in some states. Black (1993) reported that, in 
those states, teacher unions want to protect their members' academic freedom and help 
them affirm their professional rights through clear-cut contractual provisions. According 
to Hazard (1993), collective bargaining is pursued to neutralize threatening evaluations. 
In other words, a teacher may seek to eliminate a negative evaluation by invalidating the 
evaluation process as unfair on some grounds. 
Searfoss and Enz (1996) were surprised that all 20 of the principals they interviewed 
were reluctant to change the traditional checklist approach to teacher evaluation, citing 
concern for their legal responsibilities. These principals stressed the school districts' 
desire "to apply consistent evaluation criteria for all teachers, to provide a common 
interpretation of teacher performance (interrater reliability), and to protect from 
litigation" (p. 39). Therefore, as Hazard (1993) stressed, it is important for school 
30 
districts to design clear, unambiguous performance criteria that must be capable of 
assessment and documentation. 
"Although many administrators can be intimidated by the legal requirements inherent 
in personnel evaluation, the basic principles set forth in law provide a fundamentally fair 
and rational system for designing a sound evaluation system and making personnel 
decisions based on the proper implementation of the system" (Tucker & Kindred, 1997, 
p. 85). Tucker and Kindred further pointed out that the courts have supported school 
districts' personnel decisions when teachers have been accorded their fundamental due 
process rights. The dismissal of a few incompetent teachers and the professional 
development of the vast majority of teachers are worth the time and commitment to 
provide meaningful evaluations. 
Other issues 
Several other issues come into play in a discussion of teacher evaluation. Some 
teachers simply do not want to change the status quo because of a lack of awareness, 
distrust, pessimism, high comfort level with current practice, stress, fear of failure, and 
poor time management (Duke, 1993; Kosmidou-Hardy, Chryssoula & Marmarinos, 
2001). Also to be considered is the matter of the investment of time, money, and effort 
that new evaluation methods would entail. Resources are limited, and the benefits that 
could result from new directions in teacher evaluation may not show immediate results. 
However, the public is demanding educational accountability. The public wants 
high-quality schools with demonstrated effectiveness in the education of students 
(Redfield, Craig, & Elliot, 1989; Spencer, 1992). According to Peterson (1995), the lay 
public and legislatures are not reassured that good teaching is going on. In his opinion. 
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effective evaluation could reassure the public that their investment in education is well 
spent. He went on further to say that educators need "to increase the amount of 
evaluation data available, make it public, and interact with citizens on questions of 
impact and value" (p. 11). 
Most educators now agree that this era of increasing accountability calls for improved 
teaching effectiveness. Therefore, educators want an evaluation process that focuses on 
the teaching-learning process and how it can be improved (Burkhalter. 1992; Spencer. 
1992; Danielson, 2001). McColskey and Egelson (1993) observed that current 
restructuring initiatives and demands for higher standards for student achievement are 
pressing teachers to take risks and try new approaches in the classroom. They believed 
that, "if teachers and schools are to break out of old molds and adopt new approaches to 
teaching, then an evaluation system designed to encourage individual teacher growth is 
not a luxury but a necessity" (p. 8). The Mathematics and Science Education Center of 
the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory (1999) noted that the following are the 
basic elements of effective teacher evaluation: 
1. evaluation must be a cyclical process that occurs throughout the year; 
2. it must be closely tied to professional development, identifying areas for growth 
rather than deficiencies; 
3. it must be informed by multiple types of information; 
4. and it must provide meaningful information that will help improve instruction. 
However, for any teacher evaluation system to be effective, some research indicates 
that it must be based on knowledge of the research base on effective teaching. In a 
review of the research on effective teaching, Shellard and Protheroe (as cited in 
Protheroe, 2002), noted that the following characteristics have been identified as likely to 
be found in the classrooms of highly effective teachers: 
1. time on task is high and focused on academic content, due in part to excellent 
classroom management; 
2. learning goals are clear; 
3. instruction encourages students to be active learners; 
4. individual differences between students are acknowledged and accommodated - 
for example more teacher instruction to students who need it; 
5. skills-based instruction is balanced with higher-level instruction; 
6. skills are taught in context; and 
7. the classroom climate is supportive and collaborative, (p. 49) 
Protheroe (2002) also noted that research on effective teaching shows that the 
relationship on teacher behavior and student achievement is complex and "cannot easily 
be reduced to a short checklist of characteristics, like those used in many traditional 
approaches to teacher observation, because both teaching and student behavior may vary 
depending on the purpose of the lesson, student needs, or the instructional grouping 
method used" (p. 49). Good teaching, according to Prybylo (as cited in Protheroe. 2002), 
takes on a variety of shapes and utilizes a broad range of techniques. 
Current Teacher Evaluation Strategies 
Many current teacher evaluation strategies incorporate a variety of components in 
order to provide a comprehensive picture of an educator's performance and willingness to 
grow professionally. A study was conducted to determine the extent to which public 
school teachers, nationally, experienced formal evaluations and the procedures employed 
in evaluating their teacher performance (National Center for Education Statistics [NCESJ. 
1994). A Survey on Teacher Performance Evaluations was administered to 
approximately 1000 elementary school teachers of kindergarten through grade six in the 
spring of 1993. A report of the findings indicated that a variety of procedures were in 
place to evaluate teacher performance. Highlights of the study include that 89% of the 
teachers believed that their last performance evaluation provided an accurate assessment 
of their teaching performance, 92% reported that their most recent evaluations included 
classroom observations, while 99% said that subject matter should be a consideration in 
performance evaluation, only 65% said it had been considered in their most recent 
evaluation, most of the teachers perceived that their evaluators were competent to judge 
their performance, and 75% indicated that determining a teacher's pay level was not an 
objective of evaluations at their school. Therefore, efforts were underway to analyze and 
improve the evaluation process, making it more useful and meaningful. 
Professional growth 
Numerous writers have discussed the incorporation of professional growth in teacher 
evaluation plans (Bullard, 1998; Conley & Dixon; 1990; Contreras, 1999; Danielson & 
McGreal, 2000; Egelson, 1994; Powell. 2000) with an emphasis on teacher input. Brandt 
(1996) suggested that professional growth could be enhanced by having individual 
teachers who meet the basic expectations of the school sy stem, formulate individual 
goals, and then put together a professional development plan. Brandt went on to say that, 
once the goals are established, the teacher and administrator should work together to 
accomplish the goals. Searfoss and Enz (1996) agreed that evaluation of professional 
growth should not be the sole domain of the principal. Teachers and administrators 
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should work together to create an instrument and a peer-inclusive evaluation system. The 
power of peer appraisals to enhance self-reflection and professional growth was 
discussed by Shinkfield (1994) and Walen and DeRose (1993). They emphasized that the 
level of professionalism was raised when teachers, with the support and encouragement 
of their colleagues, were allowed to pursue areas for future growth in an atmosphere of 
collaboration and mutual respect. Egelson and McCloskey (1998), Gitlin and Smyth 
(1990), Lam (2001), Peterson (2000), and Rettig (2000) stressed the value of cooperative 
planning as a tool for professional growth. Other writers (Powell, 2000; Bullard, 1998; 
Rowe, 2000; Sawyer, 2001) also emphasized the importance of self-assessment and self- 
reflection in improving the learning environment and the performance of the school. 
Multiple sources of data 
The need to use multiple sources of data, rather than just a checklist, indicating 
whether or not a teacher meets basic minimum standards, was widely suggested in the 
readings as an appropriate means of evaluating teachers (Black, 1998; Johnson, 1998; 
Millman & Darling-Hammond, 1990; Peterson, 1995; Peterson, Stevens, & Ponzio, 1998; 
Peterson, Wahlquist, Bone, Thompson, & Chatterton, 2001). Peterson (1995) 
recommended including student and parent reports, peer review of materials, student 
achievement, teacher tests, documentation of professional activity, systematic 
observation, and administrators' reports as sources of data in evaluating teachers. 
Redfield, Craig, and Elliott (1989) suggested the inclusion of student assessment data in 
the area of academic achievement as one of the criteria in the evaluation of teachers. 
McColskey and Egelson (1993) recommended observations, videotapes of teaching, 
interviews, tests, questionnaires, ratings, journals, and portfolios as data sources for 
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teacher evaluation. In addition. Mayo (1997) suggested including action research, 
artifacts collection, peer coaching, and a modified clinical supervision cycle, as well as a 
written agreement for improved performance in the teacher evaluation process. 
A review of the literature revealed a number of articles on the inclusion of portfolios 
to document and evaluate teaching (Gelfer & Filler. 1997; Macdonald & Kemp; 1996; 
Mayo, 1997; Painter, 2001; Wolf, 1997). The teaching portfolio typically includes 
material from the instructor, material from others, and the products of good teaching. A 
portfolio can be considered as "an individualized portrait of the teacher as a professional, 
reflecting on his or her philosophy and practice" (Painter, 2001, p. 31). It was noted by 
Gelfer and Filler (1997) that portfolios were considered to provide insight to the content 
and method of instruction and a qualitative dimension to existing teacher evaluation 
systems. 
The use of student achievement data for teacher evaluation has been a source of 
debate in teacher evaluation literature (Burkhalter, 1992; Danielson, 2001; Millman, 
1997; Peterson, Wahlquist, Bone, Thompson, &; Wooler, 1996). Millman pointed out, 
that although student learning is the goal of teaching, it is difficult to evaluate how well 
teaehers and schools accomplish this task. Parents and legislatures usually support the 
use of gains in student achievement as the criterion for student learning. Flowever, 
educational professionals tend to favor measures of teacher knowledge and skills as the 
criteria of the likelihood that student learning is taking place. While many school 
districts examine student achievement and student learning in the evaluation of teachers, 
with so many factors affecting student learning, it is difficult to attribute that learning to 
the skill or expertise of a particular teacher (Danielson. 2001). Nevertheless, efforts to 
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accomplish that goal have been attempted. In a study of the relationship between teacher 
evaluation and student achievement in selected elementary schools in Georgia, 
Burkhalter (1992) found that the selected teachers in the study who received more 
Georgia Teacher Observation Instrument satisfactory scores and who received more 
positive comments from administrators taught students who had higher Iowa Test of 
Basic Skills scores. 
Using student learning gains to evaluate teachers or schools came into question in a 
study of the Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System conducted by Acvhilles, 
Zaharias, Nye, and Fulton (1995). This study noted that the major components of the 
Fennessee model needed further investigation. As a result of unexplained variability in 
national norm gains across grade levels, it was not clear that the results of those scores 
were the best benchmark by which to judge Fennessee educators. It was further pointed 
out that the teachers and administrators also had not been able to explain large changes in 
value-added scores from year to year, and the factors affecting student academic gain had 
not been clearly identified. A later study by Wright, Flom, and Sanders (1997) examined 
the relative magnitude of teacher effects on student achievement considering the effects 
of classroom heterogeneity, student achievement level, and class size on academic 
growth in the context of the Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System. I he results 
showed teacher effects to be dominant factors affecting student gain. 
A discussion of four contemporary approaches to using student-learning gains to 
evaluate teachers and schools including the Oregon Teacher Work Sample Methodology, 
the Dallas Value-Added Assessment, the Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System, 
and the Kentucky Instructional Results Information System was compiled in a 
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publication edited by Millman (1997). Since the four approaches measure effectiveness 
and hold teachers and schools accountable by measuring student learning, Millman 
assessed the methods in terms of the degree of fairness to the teachers and schools, the 
comprehensiveness of the type of learning objectives measured, the competitiveness of 
the method in relation to other methods of evaluating teachers and schools for 
accountability purposes, and whether or not it causes undesirable effects when used 
properly. All four systems gave much attention to fairness by designing methods that 
took into consideration the many factors beyond the teacher's control that affect the 
amount students learn. The four systems also were determined to be comprehensive in 
nature. Since no foolproof method of teacher evaluation existed, and since teacher 
assessment was not based solely on student performance, these methods of teacher 
evaluation were determined to be competitive in relation to other methods. This research 
(Millman, 1997) indicated that it was essential that over time, those systems using these 
teacher evaluation methods determine that the valuable resources of teacher morale and 
creative effort of teaching were not undermined by the emphasis on student learning 
gains. 
For beginning teachers. Long and Stansbury (1994) suggested performance 
assessments that included multiple data sources such as high-inference classroom 
observation, semistructured interviews, performance-based assessment center exercises, 
videotaped teacher episodes, and multiple-choice examinations. Manatt (1994) described 
the School Improvement Model of Teacher Performance, which included multiple 
appraisers, student feedback about teachers, formative and summative steps, a modified 
38 
clinical supervision cycle, and a written agreement for improved performance in the next 
cycle. 
In the Dawson and Acker-Hocevar (1998) study, administrators reported that 
paradoxes and contradictions existed inherently within teacher evaluation and that 
multiple data sources showed an awkward and complex process of evaluation. However, 
the administrators they surveyed believed that this awkward and complex process 
resulted in a more accurate and fair method of assessing how teachers actually affect 
student learning. In other words, although imperfect and cumbersome, multiple data 
sources did offer a better process than previously used methods. In addition, Peterson, 
Stevens, and Ponzio (1998) presented a literature review that showed that variable data 
sources were technically defensible. 
Evaluator attributes 
Does the administrator have the competence to conduct a meaningful teacher 
evaluation? Does the evaluator know enough about curriculum, instruction, data 
collection, data analysis, and constructive feedback to conduct a meaningful evaluation0 
Can the same evaluator perform the dual roles of accountability-driven and growth- 
oriented evaluation? 
Several authors discussed some of the difficulties of the same person performing both 
the summative and formative aspects of teacher evaluation (Duke, 1993; McCloskey & 
Egelson, 1993). According to these writers, formative evaluation is an ongoing process 
that is designed to improve teacher performance. The main role of the supervisor within 
formative evaluation is to help the teacher target strengths and weaknesses in order to 
create a formative plan that will meet the teacher's need for improvement. Summative 
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evaluation is a judgmental decision of the teacher's quality and value within a specified 
time. The supervisor's role within this process is to convey to the teacher the purpose of 
the evaluation and to allow for as many observations and conferences as possible to 
document a fair report. 
McCloskey and Egelson (1993) stressed that building administrators may not have 
the time to understand each teacher's situation and needs in depth. In addition, they also 
determined that the trust between a teacher and the supervisor judging his or her 
competence could be strained because of the conflict that may occur when the principal 
has to perform the roles of judge and mentor. Teachers are usually unwilling to share 
difficulties and weaknesses with the individual who will ultimately determine their 
competence to teach. Also, is evaluation training provided for evaluators? Overall, less 
than 15 hours of evaluation training were provided for the respondents in a study by 
Petrone (1990). 
One facet of research conducted by Riner (1991) to test the criterion validity of the 
North Carolina Teacher Performance Appraisal Instrument was to determine if principals 
were valid judges of teacher effectiveness. Even though the principals received over 90 
hours of training on the instrument, the principals' judgments were found to predict 
student achievement only when very narrow validating criteria, in this case math 
achievement as measured by computation tests, were used. 
Bennett (1995) conducted a study that investigated inservice teachers' perceptions of 
the importance for instructional supervisors to possess content knowledge in the content 
areas that they supervise. Teachers in the study strongly supported the premise that 
supervisors should be content specialists in the content areas they observed. The teachers 
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perceived that the supervisors with content knowledge gave improved help and feedback 
and gave fairer evaluations of the teacher's classroom performance. Interestingly, the 
supervisory method used influenced the teachers" perception. Content knowledge was 
not needed for nominal supervision, but was necessary for prescriptive and reflective 
supervision. 
Studies by Hobson (1989) and Machell (1995) suggested that teachers judge the 
quality of their evaluation on the attributes of the person who evaluates them and the 
feedback they receive. Teachers appreciated an evaluator who gave useful suggestions 
for improvement, had a persuasive rationale for suggestions, and was a credible source of 
feedback. 
The importance of preserving a teacher's self-esteem in the evaluation process was 
studied by Oppenheim (1994). He emphasized that, if evaluations were going to be used 
to improve teaching and learning, they needed to be positively received by the evaluatee. 
Oppenheim analyzed a conference between a principal and a teacher in which the 
principal offered his assessment of a classroom observation of the teacher. The analysis 
showed that constructive criticism given in a manner that allows the teacher to save face 
increased the likelihood that the suggestions would be utilized for more effective 
teaching. 
A haphazard approach to teacher evaluation by a principal provokes anxiety, 
resentment, and frustration on the part of those being evaluated and on the part of the 
evaluator as well (Daresh, 1992). Care and time should be given to provide honest and 
confidential feedback to teachers that will enhance positive, professional self-images and 
encourage and more effective performance. 
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Knowledge-based expert system 
Stevenson (1987) undertook research to attempt to test the feasibility of designing a 
knowledge-based expert system that would assist in teacher performance evaluation. She 
concluded that the research findings indicated knowledge-based systems for the purpose 
of teacher performance evaluation could be designed, and that it was possible to quantify 
qualitative data for the purpose of teacher performance. 
Models of the Teacher Performance Evaluation Process 
A national study conducted by Wiederhold (1991) to provide a status report of 
teacher evaluation components, procedures, and models in use across the United States 
found that, although school districts have adopted many different approaches to the actual 
process of teacher performance evaluation, for the most part, all the models of the teacher 
evaluation process have as a goal the growth of teachers and increased student learning. 
He concluded that most of the models blended elements of the others into their own 
models, and that none of the models was self-inclusive. In other words, in recent years 
there has been a change in emphasis from the traditional "summative-judgmental 
evaluation for employment decision making" to a "formative-developmental emphasis on 
personal growth" (p. 154). In reviewing literature on teacher effectiveness and 
evaluation, Papanastasiou (1999) came to the conclusion that in order for teacher 
evaluation to be effective in terms of improving a teacher's performance, it has to be 
formative. 
Collaborative models 
Some systems, including one in Connecticut and some in Wyoming, have utilized 
360-degree feedback to improve instruction (Black. 1998; Santuesanio. 1998). This 
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method uses the collective input from several stakeholders, including students, principals, 
and parents, as well as student achievement data and teacher self-evaluations, in making 
an appraisal (Manatt & Benway, 1998). According to the literature. 36()-degree feedback 
identifies and measures standards, stimulates collegiality and trust among administrators 
and teachers, transforms administrators into coaches and mentors, and sparks behavior 
changes for professional development (Dyer, 2001; Santeusanio, 1998). It is interesting 
to note that when Wilkerson, Manatt. Rogers, and Maughan (2000) examined the 
performance of kindergarten through grade 12 students on criterion-referenced reading, 
language arts, and mathematics tests and the relationship of those results to teacher 
performance measures using a 360 degree feedback approach, the results showed that 
student ratings of teachers, in comparison to those of principals and teacher self- 
evaluations, were the best predictor of student achievement on the tests. 
The 360-degree feedback method is similar to the Collaborative Teacher Growth 
Model proposed by Mertler and Peterson (1997). This model incorporates feedback from 
administrator observations, peer evaluations, student feedback, and teacher self- 
assessment to obtain a thorough and representative assessment of a teacher's instructional 
performance. Then those involved work collaboratively to develop an appropriate and 
individualized improvement plan for the teacher. However, as Mertler and Peterson 
pointed out, there are several limitations to this model. Language contained in some state 
laws and collective bargaining agreements often limit the frequency and scheduling of 
teacher evaluations. Fair dismissal laws also specify that only individuals holding certain 
positions within the district serve as evaluators of teaching performance. Finally, 
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teachers must be open to the idea of constructive feedback and must acknowledge that 
there is need for improvement and that all teachers can improve. 
Common law models 
High-supervisor/low-teacher involvement; evaluation synonymous with observation; 
and a major emphasis on summative evaluation, standardized criteria, and comparative 
judgments characterize common law model approaches. With this model, formative 
evaluation is either nonexistent or coincidental (Wiederhold, 1991). Common law 
models are in sharp contrast to the collegial, collaborative formative approach. 
Goal-setting models 
By contrast, goal-setting models emphasized an individualized approach to evaluation 
(Wiederhold, 1991). The desired outcome for goal-setting models was an individualized 
appraisal of a teacher's performance leading to decisions of self-improvement, with 
teachers and evaluators meeting and conferring to set and monitor goals. With this 
approach, when it is time for an evaluation the supervisor and the teacher meet and 
evaluate whether or not and to what extent the teacher has improved in the agreed-upon 
performance areas (Wiederhold, 1991). 
Product models 
Some systems, according to Wiederhold (1991), based their teacher evaluations upon 
the results or outcomes of student achievement tests or on competency-based evaluations. 
Generally, the instruments for assessing student growth are norm-referenced tests and 
criterion-referenced tests. The emphasis of these systems is not on teaching methods, 
styles, or processes, but on the results of low-level standardized student achievement tests 
(Wiederhold, 1991). Since there are numerous influences on student growth in addition 
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to that of the teacher. Wiederhold (1991) contended that the use of these product models 
has generated some criticism. 
Clinical supervision models 
The goal of clinical supervision is the professional growth and development of 
teachers with, an emphasis on the improvement of instruction by using a data-based, 
analytical approach (Acheson & Gall, 1997). A close and intense relationship between 
the teacher and supervisor with an emphasis on collegiality and collaboration is 
characteristic of clinical supervision models as a result of the frequent observations and 
conferences that the process requires. 
In clinical supervision, the teacher and the supervisor work together to set goals for 
professional growth and determine evaluation procedures, process, and progress (Duke & 
Stiggins, 1986). According to Acheson and Gall (1997), the clinical supervision process 
typically contains three phases: planning conference, classroom observation, and 
feedback conference. The planning conference is designed to establish rapport and trust 
between the teacher and the observer, and after clarifying perceptions of the teacher's 
current instruction; agreement is instituted between the teacher and the observer 
regarding the purpose of the upcoming observation. The classroom observation allows 
the observer to record a sample of behavior in a systematic and objective manner. The 
observer next analyzes the data collected from the classroom observation to determine 
teaching patterns and critical incidents that have a positive or negative effect on teaching 
and learning, finally developing a strategy for conferencing with the teacher. The 
feedback conference is a joint analysis of the observational data to gain perspective and 
make long-range professional growth possible (Acheson & Gall. 1997). 
45 
A comparison of clinical supervision and evaluation was examined by Carroll (1997). 
According to Carroll, supervision identifies what occurs within classrooms, emphasizing 
teachers' instructional performance, although evaluation also includes other areas such as 
the teacher's appearance, parent and peer relationships, attendance, promptness, and 
adherence to school policies. Carroll described clinical supervision as an ongoing, 
formative process that emphasizes the relationship between classroom performance and 
the teacher's espoused goals. She further stated that an evaluation required by state- 
mandated offices can be very ineffective by undermining high-quality education and an 
evaluation and supervision process that should complement each other when carried out 
in a supportive and collegial way. 
Acheson and Gall (1997) have agreed, stating that clinical supervision is the heart of 
a good teacher evaluation system. According to these writers, the "planning, observation, 
and feedback cycle should occur several times so that the teacher has an opportunity to 
grow and improve as well as to be evaluated" (p. 191). 
Artistic or naturalistic models 
These models view teaching as an art, with the quality of the performance the teacher 
exhibits likened to an aesthetic experience (Wiederhold, 1991). Artistic or naturalistic 
models assume that the performance quality of the teaching act is directly proportional to 
the level of student learning. According to Wiederhold (1991), in other words, the belief 
is that, the more aesthetically pleasing the teacher's performance, the better job the 
teacher is doing and the more the students are learning. 
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Selected Teacher Evaluation Program Designs 
The literature suggests that throughout the country a variety of teacher evaluation 
programs have been utilized as a means to improve the quality of classroom instruction. 
When researchers have studied these programs the results have been mixed and 
inconclusive (Anderson, 1995; Kuligowski. & Holdzkom. 1998; Patrick & Davvson. 
1985; Ramirez, 2001; Sawyer, 2001; Stacey, Henson & Hall, 1993). 
Georgia School Counselor Evaluation Program 
Anderson (1995) conducted an interesting study concerning the annual evaluation of 
school counselors in Georgia. Georgia state law requires that all certificated professional 
personnel employed in Georgia school systems have their performance evaluated 
annually by trained evaluators (O.C.G.A. 20-2-210). According to Anderson, the 
Georgia School Counselor Evaluation Program (GSCEP) was designed as a framework 
that could be used across all systems and schools in the state for annual evaluation 
purposes. The program was to provide both formative and summative evaluation 
information, and it encouraged remediation and growth at all stages. The state spent 
millions of dollars and a substantial investment of personnel time developing and 
implementing the program. Anderson reported that only 2 of 131 counselors in the field 
test and only 1 of 1,466 counselors in the first year were found to be unsatisfactory. 
Although the GSCEP was developed using a systematic process of involving 
stakeholders in the identification of important job responsibilities, the development of 
evaluation instruments which described the performance of these responsibilities, the 
selection of assessment methods for collecting multifaceted information relative to 
performance of these responsibilities, and the establishment of acceptable performance 
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standards, the decision was made to discontinue mandatory statewide implementation of 
the program (Anderson, 1995). According to Anderson (1995), even though the program 
was not designed to spread out counselor performance on a continuum from 
unsatisfactory to accomplished, the lack of differentiation was disquieting to many 
interested parties. Anderson concluded that this lack of differentiation, along with the 
impact of concurrent implementation of numerous evaluation programs on school 
administrators' time in conjunction with a reduction in statewide funding for the project, 
led to the decision to make the use of the GSCEP optional. This study pointed out that it 
might be difficult to get beyond the mindset that the purpose of evaluation is to weed out 
the bad and keep the good, even after a substantial investment of time and money. 
North Carolina Teacher Performance Appraisal System 
Stacey, Kuligowski, and Holdzkom (1989) studied the North Carolina Teacher 
Performance Appraisal Instrument (TPAI) that embodied both formative and summative 
evaluation of teachers and was based on multiple observations and collection of data on 
teacher performance. The effectiveness of the TPAI instrument was evaluated by 
determining the perceptions of evaluators and teacher-evaluatees. Overall, the findings 
indicated that the respondents tended to evaluate the TPAI positively, particularly the 
summative component. Both evaluators and teacher-evaluatees generally accepted the 
criteria in the appraisal system and were positive about the processes of teacher 
observation and conferencing, but were somewhat less positive about postconference 
follow-up. Importantly, the respondents generally perceived the system as contributing at 
least moderately to improved teaching. The results of an earlier study of the TPAI 
conducted by Holdzkom, Stacey, and Kuligowski (1988) indicated that both evaluators 
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and teachers improved their performance during the first three years of the 4-year pilot 
program. 
To assist members of the North Carolina Professional Practices Commission in the 
development of guidelines for teacher evaluation, Bradshaw (1996) reviewed the 
implementation of the TPAI. She concluded that while it brought a number of positive 
changes to the way teacher performance was evaluated and improved interaction among 
teachers and evaluators, there were a number of concerns. The concerns included the 
difficulty of the instrument to be both summative and formative, the performance 
indicators being limited in scope, the length of time required on the part of the evaluator. 
the need to link the TPAI to school improvement goals, and the effectiveness of the 
evaluator. Some North Carolina school systems are in the process of implementing 
alternative procedures. In doing so, Bradshaw recommended that the systems keep the 
criteria of process, focus, research base, simplicity, and feasibility in mind when 
designing their plans. 
Pennsylvania evaluation systems 
To improve the quality of classroom instruction and develop more consistent, 
meaningful teacher evaluations in Pennsylvania, a study was conducted that examined the 
teacher supervision/evaluation systems in five Pennsylvania school districts (Patrick & 
Dawson, 1985). Interviews were conducted, district records were analyzed, and follow- 
up contacts to some district officials were made. The study determined that the critical 
elements in designing and implementing new teacher evaluation systems included the 
introduction and generation of staff support, system design, training, and implementation, 
and continuation. The findings further indicated a definite and continuing support role for 
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the Pennsylvania Department of Education in the districts' teacher supervision/evaluation 
efforts. 
Missouri career ladder programs 
The Missouri voluntary career ladder program, part of a 1985 education reform act, 
formally began in 1986 when 63 districts instituted their plans. Prior to the 
implementation of the career ladder program, in 1983 the state of Missouri passed a 
performance-based teacher evaluation (PBTE) statute to provide summative evaluations. 
However, the personnel at the state agency shifted the emphasis to formative evaluation 
based on research on effective teaching strategies. Once the career ladder program was 
instituted, the state mandated that the PBTE be linked to the career ladder amid concerns 
that the linkage could thwart the intention to use the PBTE for instructional improvement. 
To examine the consequences of the state linkage of the two reform programs, a 
career ladder and performance-based teacher evaluation. Henson and Hall (1993) 
conducted a qualitative study of the career ladder policy processes in one Missouri school 
district. After a series of interv iews with elementary and secondary teachers and 
principals, the researchers concluded that overall the teachers tolerated the evaluation, 
were critical of the career ladder, and saw the linkage between the two programs as 
contradicting both programs intentions. The principals, overall, disliked the career 
ladder. According to Henson and Hall, the career ladder and its linkage with PBTE 
produced on overwhelming displacement of the formative phase by the summative. 
Being sure that the teachers deserved the additional rewards of the career ladder took 
precedence over helping teachers improve. The emphasis on performance put the focus 
on active teaching and basic skills neglecting other teaching skills, educational purposes. 
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learning outcomes, and reflection. Henson and Hall maintained the position that teacher 
career development plans need to be organized around the goals of meeting students" 
educational needs and enhancing learning by generating insights and new perspectives on 
reflective praetice and innovative teacher responsibilities. 
(Jeorgia pay for performance program 
As policy makers search for ways to motivate administrators and teachers to be more 
effective proposals for merit pay. including pay-for-performance. continue to surface 
(Ramirez, 2001). Georgia passed legislation in 1991 to provide bonuses to schools that 
demonstrate exemplary performance and faculty collaboration (McCollum, 2001). In 
order to earn a bonus, a school must show evidence of student achievement and a record 
of progress in attaining 80% of their self-designed educational goals in the areas of 
academic achievement (a minimum of 40% of the proposal), resource development, 
educational programming, and client involvement. Currently the amount of the reward is 
calculated at $2,000 for each certified staff member, but the funds are awarded to the 
school as a whole with the faculty deciding how to allocate the funds. The program is 
voluntary and noncompetitive with each school designing its own school improvement 
plan. According to McCollum, the program not only emphasizes teacher accountability 
for student achievement but it also supports strategies for increased parental participation, 
successful utilization of eommunity resources, and new program development. 
A Nevada school district's revamped system 
A school system in Nevada educates 53,000 kindergarten through grade 12 students. 
According to Sawyer (2001) educators in the district were not happy with the evaluation 
system in place. They complained that evaluation was something done to them rather 
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than with them. Wanting to design a system that could have a positive effect on the 
selection, growth, and retention of teacher, the human resources department created a 
task force to create a new system. A survey was conducted and other evaluation models 
were studied. A new system having the four domains of planning and preparation, 
classroom environment, instruction, and professional responsibilities with accompanying 
rubrics describing teacher behavior as unsatisfactory, target for growth, proficient, or area 
of strength included. The instrument was modified after being field-tested for two years. 
An annual goal-setting session by the teacher and the principal was added. Monitoring 
cycles were determined with novice or probationary teachers evaluated more often. The 
data collection process was expanded to include not only observations but also input from 
other sources. At the end of a two-year period, a survey was conducted that indicated 
that most of the respondents agreed or strongly agreed with the value of the instrument. 
In addition, educators from several other districts in Nevada were planning to pilot 
similar systems. 
Summary 
Few would argue about the critical importance of teachers on the learning of students 
and the overall effectiveness of the school in which they teach. However, a review of the 
professional literature reveals that there is little agreement about the most effective and 
efficient way of determining a teacher's ability to fulfill his or her role in the education of 
the students for whom he or she is responsible. In other words, how can a teacher's 
performance be effectively evaluated and improved? 
CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
This study was designed to compare the perceptions of teachers and administrators 
regarding a locally adopted alternative teacher evaluation system to the perceptions of 
teachers and administrators regarding the Georgia Teacher Evaluation Program to 
determine if teachers and administrators perceived any significant difference between the 
two systems of teacher evaluation and their impact on improving instruction and 
promoting professional growth. During the 2001-2002 school year, the Framework for 
Evaluation and Professional Growth: Teacher Performance Appraisal Instrument and The 
Duties and Responsibilities Instrument was in use in a Georgia public school district. 
The Georgia Teacher Evaluation Program was in use in a comparable school district. 
Once the data were gathered, the results were analyzed and discussed. 
Research Questions 
The following research question was examined in this study: What were the 
perceptions of school administrators and teachers regarding the effectiveness of the 
teacher evaluation system that was in place in their Georgia public school district'.1 To 
determine the perceptions of the administrators and teachers, the following subquestions 
were addressed: 
1. How do school administrators and teachers differ in their ratings of the overall 
effectiveness on improving instruction of their teacher evaluation system'? 
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2. How do school administrators and teachers differ in their ratings of the overall 
impact on promoting professional growth of their teacher evaluation system? 
3. How do perceptions of instructional improvement vary by position and school 
district? 
4. How do perceptions of professional growth vary by position and school district'? 
5. How do perceptions of the strengths of the evaluation system vary by position and 
school district? 
6. How do perceptions of the weaknesses of the evaluation system vary by position 
and school district? 
7. 1 low do perceptions of the improvements of the evaluation system vary by 
position and school district? 
Research Design 
According to Best and Kahn (1986), the stated purpose of descriptive research is to 
describe, record, analyze, and interpret current relationships, practices, or trends. The 
study is descriptive in nature and based on the perceptions of the respondents. 
A survey research method was utilized to answer the research questions posed in this 
study. This method allowed the researcher to gather data from a relatively large number 
of subjects during one time (Babbie, 1990). According to Kerlinger (1973). survey 
research is best suited to assess the general characteristics of a population through 
sampling and is the most easily adapted to obtain personal beliefs and attitudes toward a 
given subject matter. 
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Participants 
The school districts involved in this study, the Southeast School District that utilized 
the locally adopted the Framework for Evaluation and Professional Growth - Teacher 
Performance Appraisal Instrument, and the Central School District that used the Georgia 
Teacher Evaluation Program, were chosen because of the similarity of their demographic 
data. The population from which the subjects in this study were selected included all 119 
principals and assistant principals in the Southeast School District, with the exception of 
the researcher, and all 115 principals and assistant principals in the Central School 
District who were employed during the 2001-2002 school year. The teachers selected for 
this study included 400 elementary classroom teachers in grades kindergarten through 5, 
100 middle school teachers in grades 6 through 8. and 150 high school teachers in grades 
9 through 12 in each school district who were employed during the 2001-2002 school 
year. Classroom teachers were defined as those involved in the direct instruction of 
students and who were evaluated on professional, communication, and instructional 
responsibilities. This included regular and special education teachers, as well as those 
teaching in special areas such as art, music, and physical education. The teachers were 
selected using a stratified random sampling from lists of all faculty employed in the 
elementary, middle, and high schools of the school districts to guarantee that all 
subgroups in the population were proportionately represented. A stratified sample was 
used because the research problem required comparison among various subgroups, and 
this assured the researcher of an adequate number of respondents for subgroup analysis. 
The Central School District randomly selected the teachers for the researcher based on 
either their employee number or social security number having a particular value in a 
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certain position according to the researcher's guidelines. The teachers in the Southeast 
School District were randomly selected based on their assigned number on a list of all 
elementary, middle, and high school teachers, with the exclusion of media specialists and 
counselors, to ensure the required number of participants. To protect the confidentially 
of the teacher and administrator responses, selected teachers and administrators were 
assigned a number value within their position as a principal, assistant principal, or 
teacher. The master list of names and numbers was only available to an individual who 
was assisting the researcher in distributing the surveys. The researcher did not have 
access to the list. 
During the 2001-2002 school year, the Southeast School District served 
approximately 34,000 students who came from a wide range of socioeconomic levels and 
ethnic groups. The per capita income of the district is $28,364, along with an 
unemployment rate of 3.8%. The percentage of the students eligible to receive 
free/reduced price lunch, the statistic frequently used to indicate the poverty level of 
students in a school system, was 52.7%. The majority of the students in kindergarten 
through grade 12 were African-American, with African-American students accounting 
for 65.2 % of the population. White students made up 29.4% of the population. The 
balance of the student population was Hispanic, Asian, American Indian, or multiracial. 
In comparison, during the 2001-2002 school year, the Central School District served 
approximately 24,000 students who also came from a wide range of socioeconomic levels 
and ethnic groups. The per capita income of that district was $28,097, with an 
accompanying unemployment rate of 5.0 %. The percentage of students who were 
eligible to receive free/reduced price lunch was 63.8%. Similar to the Southeast School 
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District, the majority of the students in kindergarten through grade 12 were African- 
American, with African-American students making up 70.5% of the population. White 
students accounted for 26.9% of the student population, while the remainder was 
Hispanic, Asian, American Indian, or multiracial students. 
While the school districts were demographically similar and both districts had an 
elected school board and an appointed superintendent, there were differences in their 
philosophical orientation. According to the official Southeast School District's website, 
the mission of the Southeast School District was simply "to ensure that all students 
receive a quality education." The students in the Southeast School District were 
impacted by a significant military presence and tourism. In addition, there were two 
institutions of higher learning that are part of the University System of Georgia in close 
proximity. The area had a diverse economy that used its historic past to enhance the 
present and the future. As such, the Southeast School District worked diligently to ensure 
that its students had the opportunities to develop the necessary skills to take advantage of 
the area's career opportunities. While tradition had a strong hold in the Southeast School 
District, forward thinking and the willingness to embrace new ideas to enhance student 
performance and reform schools was regarded as a necessity in an era of accountability. 
This was evidenced by the school system's willingness to utilize a teacher evaluation 
system that differed from the teacher evaluation system that was developed at the state 
level. 
In comparison, according to the official website for the Central School District, the 
mission of the Central School District was "to provide a high quality education for all 
students in a safe and comfortable environment, and to make use of all human and 
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technological resources in preparing graduates for post high school objectives." The 
Central School District is located in the middle of the state and was considered as the 
economic engine of Central Georgia. The character of the area had been described as a 
blend of progressive thinking and respect for history. The industrial economy of the area 
was expanding, and, as such, it depended on the school system to provide its workforce. 
However, the school system appeared to be somewhat traditional in its approach to 
teacher evaluation as evidenced by its willingness to maintain its use of the teacher 
evaluation system that was developed and initially implemented in 1989. 
During the 2001-2002 school year, the Georgia Criterion-Referenced Competency 
Tests (GCRCT) was administered in grades one through eight in the areas of reading, 
language arts, and mathematics. As Tables 1, 2, and 3 indicate, both the Southeast 
School District and the Central School District exceeded the state in the number of 
students not meeting the standards at grades three, five, and eight on the reading, 
language arts, and mathematics areas of the test, 
fable 1 
Percent of 3rd Graders Not Meeting the Standards on the Georgia Criterion-Referenced 
Competency Tests for 2001-2002 
System Reading Language Arts Mathematics 
Southeast Georgia School 19% 21% 26% 
Central Georgia School 23% 24% 26% 
State of Georgia 17% 18% 18% 
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Table 2 
Percent of 5th Graders Not Meeting the Standards on the Georgia Criterion-Referenced 
Competency Tests for 2<)()l-2()02 
System Reading Language Arts Mathematics 
Southeast Georgia School 19% 22% 31% 
Central Georgia School 21% 24% 33% 
State of Georgia 17% 21% 23% 
Table 3 
Percent ofHlh Graders Not Meeting the Standards on the Georgia Criterion-Referenced 
Competency Tests for 2001-2002 
System Reading Language Arts Mathematics 
Southeast Georgia School 22% 33% 41% 
Central Georgia School 22% 32% 46% 
State of Georgia 20% 28% 34% 
A comparison of the percent of students in the regular 11th grade programs in both 
school districts, as well as the state of Georgia, who passed the Georgia High School 
Graduation Tests on the first administration in 2001-2002 are presented in Table 4. With 
the exception of the Central School District's students equaling the state's percentage of 
students passing the English/Language Arts test and writing portion of the test, the 
remaining percentages for both school districts were below the state percentages in the 
59 
areas of mathematics, social studies, and science. In addition. 72.7% of the state of 
Georgia's 1998 grade 9 students enrolled in the graduating class of 2002 completed high 
school. However, the completion rate for the Southeast School District was 55.4% while 
the Central School District was only 67.4%. 
Table 4 
Percent of Regular Program 1 l'h Graders Passing the Georgia High School Graduation 
Tests on the First Administration 2001-2002 
Southeast 
Georgia 
School 
Central 
Georgia 
School 
State 
of 
Georgia 
English/Language Arts 94% 95% 95% 
Mathematics 84% 84% 91% 
Social Studies 73% 73% 82% 
Science 60% 56% 72% 
All Components listed above 58% 53% 69% 
Writing 82% 87% 87% 
Results of the Scholastic Assessment Test (SAT) administered during the 2001-2002 
school year indicate that the average score of 991 was achieved overall by the state of 
Georgia's students. In contrast, the Southeast School District's students earned an 
average score of 947, while the Central School District's students average score was 922. 
There were a number of similarities between the certified personnel in both school 
districts who were employed during the 2001-2002 school year. The majority of 
administrators and teachers in both districts were white, with the administrators in both 
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systems having on the average 21 to 30 years of experience, while the majority of 
teachers had between one and 10 years of experience. The majority of administrators in 
both school districts held advanced degrees beyond the 4-year bachelor's degree. 
Although many teachers in both the Southeast School District and the Central School 
District had a 5-year master's degree, the majority of teachers in both systems held a 4- 
year bachelor's degree. 
Instrumentation 
The survey instrument that was used for data collection was adapted from the work of 
Bent (1993) who developed and originally tested it in December of 1991. Bent revised 
the questionnaire and, after making significant changes, had the instrument tested a 
second time by a panel of experts to determine its internal validity. The reliability of 
Bent's survey instrument was tested during June of 1992 using a test-retest method and 
the Cronbach alpha method with an alpha level of .85. The instrument was chosen for the 
present study because it addressed many of the study's research questions and allowed 
the researcher to analyze the growth-producing potential of the teacher performance 
appraisal instruments. Modifications were made to the survey to fit the purposes of this 
study with the elimination of participants' responses to questions relating to the ideal 
purposes of teacher evaluation in comparison to the actual status of teacher evaluation as 
they understood it in their school district, along with their perceptions of the 
accountability aspect of the teacher evaluation instrument in use in their school district. 
Several questions were added to include whether or not the primary purpose of the 
evaluation was to improve instruetion and if classroom observations helped to improve 
instructional practices, identified areas in which the teacher needed to strengthen. 
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included multiple data sources, and had a positive influence on the teaching/learning 
relationship between teacher and student. In addition, while Bent included responses 
from superintendents, school board members, principals, and teachers, the participants in 
this survey included teachers, principals, and assistant principals. 
Teachers and building-level administrators also were asked to rate the overall 
effectiveness on improving instruction and the overall impact on promoting professional 
growth of the teacher evaluation system in use in their school district. Along with 
strengths and ways to improve their district's teacher evaluation system, teachers and 
building-level administrators were asked to list the weaknesses of their district's teacher 
evaluation system. Teachers and building-level administrators in the Southeast School 
District who had evaluated with or had been evaluated by both the Georgia Teacher 
Evaluation Program and the district's Framework for Professional Growth: Teacher 
Performance Appraisal Instrument, were asked to compare the locally adopted alternative 
system to the Georgia Teacher Evaluation Program. 
The items on the survey asked the teacher or administrator to rate their perceptions of 
the teacher evaluation system that was in use in their school district on a Eikert scale 
from ratings of "strongly disagree," "disagree," "undecided," "agree," to "strongly agree" 
in terms of 16 characteristics. The questionnaire also asked the respondents to rate the 
overall effectiveness on improving teacher performance and the overall impact on 
promoting professional growth of his or her latest evaluation experience, using a 9-point 
scale, with 1 representing very low effectiveness and no impact and 9 reflecting high 
effectiveness and strong impact. In addition, open-ended questions were included in 
order to incorporate the views of administrators and teachers toward the strengths and 
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weaknesses of their district's teacher evaluation system, as well as to review their 
responses as to how the system could be improved. These written responses were 
investigated to determine whether any pattern of responses could be noted to support the 
statistical data or add insight into strengths, weaknesses, and suggestions for 
improvement of the two evaluation systems. Permission to use the instrument for this 
study was requested and received with permission to modify and adapt as needed. 
Data Collection 
The investigator requested and received permission from the superintendents of each 
school district to conduct the survey. In addition, approval from Georgia Southern 
University's Institutional Review Board (IRB) was granted. Once that was received, the 
survey with an accompanying cover letter and self-addressed return envelope was 
distributed to each identified subject during May 2002. A follow-up reminder letter, a 
second survey, and a self-addressed stamped return envelope were sent two weeks later to 
non-respondents in the Southeast School District to increase the number of returns. Since 
the Central School District went on summer break in mid-May, a follow-up reminder 
letter, a second survey, and a self-addressed stamped envelope was sent to non- 
respondents in the Central School District in August 2002. The returned surveys were 
then analyzed to determine and compare the participants' views of both the Framework 
for Evaluation and Professional Growth: Teacher Performance Appraisal Instrument and 
the Georgia Teacher Evaluation Program, as well as ways both systems could be 
improved. 
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Data Analysis 
The frequencies and percentages of the demographic responses are reported in table 
form to provide information on the characteristics of the respondents. 
To respond to research questions one, two, three, and four, the data were analyzed to 
compare perceptions both within the teacher and administrator groups and between them 
regarding the effectiveness on improving instruction and the impact on promoting 
professional growth of the teacher evaluation system that was in use in their school 
district during the 2001-2002 school year. Questions 1, 3, 4, 5, 8, 10, 12, 14, and 15 on 
Part I of the survey addressed the evaluation system's effect on improving instruction; 
while questions 2, 6, 7, 9, 11, 13, and 16 addressed the evaluation system's impact on 
promoting professional growth. The following numerical values were assigned to each of 
the five choices on the Likert scale: SA (Strongly Agree) = 1, A (Agree) = 2, U 
(Undecided) = 3, D (Disagree) = 4, SD (Strongly Disagree) = 5. Mean scores were 
derived for each group on the improving instruction scale and the promoting professional 
growth scale. To assess the reliability of the composite variable for the evaluation 
system's effect on improving instruction scale and the composite variable for the 
evaluation system's impact on promoting professional growth, the Cronbach's alpha 
procedure was calculated on both. To help establish the validity of the composite 
variables, a correlation matrix was developed including the two composite variables from 
Part 1 of the survey and the two overall items for improving instruction and promoting 
professional growth from Part II of the survey. 
To determine if administrators and teachers within each school district differed in 
their ratings of the effectiveness and impact of their teacher evaluation system, a t-test 
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was performed on the mean scores for teachers and administrators in each individual 
school district on the improving instruction scale and the promoting professional growth 
scale to determine whether a significant difference existed between the two groups in 
each school district. An alpha of .05 was used to determine statistical significance. 
In addition, the two-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) procedure was conducted to 
test the main and interaction effects of the factors of position and school district on the 
respondents' ratings of the effectiveness of their teacher evaluation system to improve 
instruction and promote professional growth. An alpha of .05 was used to determine 
statistical significance. The ANOVA was chosen because the means of more than two 
groups were being compared. 
While lacking in statistical precision, the responses to the open-ended research 
questions five, six, seven, and eight were included to note personal comments regarding 
the teacher evaluation system. The comments were investigated to determine whether 
any pattern of responses could be noted to support statistical data or add insight into the 
strengths, weaknesses and suggested improvements of the two teacher evaluation 
systems. In addition, the responses to the open-ended questions were analyzed and 
categorized according to the frequency of various responses. 
Summary 
This study was designed to measure the perceptions of school administrators and 
teachers regarding the effectiveness and impact of the teacher evaluation system that was 
in place in their school district during the 2001-2002 school year on improving 
instruction and promoting professional growth. One of the school districts had adopted 
an alternative teacher evaluation system, while the other school district had continued to 
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utilize the Georgia Teacher Evaluation Program that had been developed by the state of 
Georgia. The two school districts were chosen because of the similarity of their 
demographic data. The population from which the subjects were selected included all the 
principals and assistant principals in both school districts, with the exception of the 
researcher, along with 400 elementary school teachers, 100 middle school teachers, and 
150 high school teachers in each school district who were employed during the 2001 - 
2002 school year. 
A survey research method was utilized to gather data for the study. The items on the 
survey asked the teacher or school administrator to rate their perceptions of the teacher 
evaluation system that was in use in their school district in terms of 16 characteristics. 
Nine of the questions addressed the evaluation system's effect on improving instruction, 
while seven of the questions addressed the evaluation system's impact on promoting 
professional growth. The questionnaire also asked the respondents to rate the overall 
effectiveness on improving teacher performance and the overall impact on promoting 
professional growth of his or her latest evaluation experience. In addition, open-ended 
questions were included in order to incorporate the views of administrators and teachers 
toward the strengths and weaknesses of their district's teacher evaluation system, as well 
as to review their responses as to how the system could be improved. Teachers and 
administrators in the Southeast School District who had been evaluated with or who had 
been evaluated by both the Georgia Teacher Evaluation Program and the alternative 
evaluation system, also were asked to compare the locally adopted alternative system to 
the Georgia Teacher Evaluation Program. 
The data collected on the survey were summarized and analyzed in the form of a 
frequency distribution summary, a profile of means and standard deviations, t-tests, and 
the two-way Analysis of Variance. In addition, the responses to the open-ended research 
questions were analyzed and categorized according to the frequency of the various 
responses. 
CHAPTER IV 
REPORT OF DATA AND DATA ANALYSIS 
This study was conducted to compare the perceptions of teachers and building level 
administrators in two of Georgia's largest school districts, the Southeast School District 
and the Central School District, concerning the different teacher evaluation systems 
utilized by these districts during the 2001-2002 school year. At the time of the study, the 
Southeast School District utilized a Framework for Professional Growth: Teacher 
Performance Appraisal Instrument (TPAI) and the Central School District utilized the 
Georgia Teacher Evaluation Program (GTEP). Data were collected through a survey of 
each school district's teachers, assistant principals, and principals in order to assist both 
districts in assessing the impact of their teacher evaluation systems in accomplishing the 
stated purposes of improved instruction and professional growth. Surveys were sent to 
all the principals and assistant principals in each district and to a random sample of 
elementary, middle, and high school teachers. The data collection began Mav of 2002 
and was completed in September of 2002. 
Introduction 
A variety of statistical measures were performed on the data. The Cronbach's alpha 
procedure for the two composite variables, including the instruments effect on improving 
instruction and the instruments impact on promoting professional growth, was calculated 
to assess their reliability. An acceptable alpha of .90 for effect on improving instruction 
and an acceptable alpha of .90 for effect in promoting professional growth 
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determined. To help establish validity of the composite variables, a correlation matrix 
was developed including the two composite variables and the two overall items. Results 
indicated a strong correlation between the composite for improving instruction and the 
overall item for improving instruction and a strong correlation between the composite for 
promoting professional growth and the overall item for promoting professional growth. 
In addition, as noted in Table 5, the relationship between growth and improvement were 
high, indicating that those who perceived positive growth also saw positive improvement 
for the given evaluation system. 
Table 5 
Correlations and Descriptive Statistics Between Composite and Overall Variables 
Variable 1 2 J 4 
N 523 522 523 523 
1. Overall Instructional Improvement — 
2. Overall Professional Growth .84* 
— 
3. Composite Instructional Improvement .74* 
— 
4. Composite Professional Growth .71* .77* .89* 
— 
Means 5.39 5.50 3.29 3.22 
Standard Deviations 2.14 2.24 .81 .85 
* p<0.01 
To determine if administrators and teachers within each school district differed in 
their ratings of the effectiveness on improving instruction and impact on promoting 
professional growth of their teacher evaluation system, a t-test was performed on the 
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means scores for teachers and administrators in each individual school district on the 
improving instruction scale and the promoting professional growth scale to determine 
whether a significant difference existed between the two groups in each school district. 
An alpha of .05 was used to determine statistical significance. 
The two-way Analysis of Variance ANOVA procedure was conducted to test the 
main and interaction effects of the factors of position and school district on the 
respondents" ratings of the effectiveness of their teacher evaluation system to improve 
instruction and promote professional growth. In addition, responses to the open-ended 
questions were investigated to determine whether any pattern of responses could be noted 
to support statistical data or add insights into the strengths, weaknesses, and suggested 
improvements of the teacher evaluation systems. 
The following research question was examined in this study: What were the 
perceptions of school administrators and teachers regarding the effectiveness of the 
teacher evaluation system in place in their Georgia public school district? To determine 
the perceptions of administrators and teachers the following sub questions w ere 
answered: 
1. How do school administrators and teachers differ in their ratings of the overall 
effectiveness on improving instruction of their teacher evaluation system? 
2. How do school administrators and teachers differ in their ratings of the overall 
impact on promoting professional growth of their teacher evaluation system? 
3. How do perceptions of instructional improvement vary by position and school 
district? 
4. How do perceptions of professional growth vary by position and school district? 
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5. How do perceptions of the strengths of the evaluation system vary by position and 
school district? 
6. How do perceptions of the weaknesses of the evaluation system vary by 
position and school district? 
7. How do perceptions of the improvements of the evaluation system vary by 
position and school district? 
Characteristics of Respondents 
Respondents from the Southeast School District included 162 out of 400 elementary 
school teachers for a return rate of 40.5%. 32 out of 100 middle school teachers for return 
rate of 32.o%, 53 out of 150 high school teachers for return rate of 35.3%, 34 out of 64 
assistant principals for a return rate of 53.1%, and 29 out of 48 principals for a return rate 
of 60.4%. This resulted in a total of 38.0% of the teachers and 56.3% of the 
administrators in the Southeast School District who returned the survey. 
In comparison, respondents from the Central School District included 110 out of 400 
elementary school teachers for a return rate of 27.5%, 30 out of 100 middle school 
teachers for a return rate of 30.0%, 39 out of 150 high school teachers for a return rate of 
26.0%, 18 out of 36 assistant principals for a return rate of 50.0%, and 16 out of 41 
principals for a return rate of 39.0%. This resulted in a total of 27.5% of the teachers and 
44.1% of the administrators in the Central School District who returned the survey. 
A total of 247 teachers and 63 administrators in the Southeast School District 
returned the survey. While the majority of both the teacher and administrator groups 
were female, a larger percentage of males were reported in the administrator group than 
in the teacher group. A majority of teachers indicated their age to be between 40 and 49 
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years of age. In comparison, a majority of administrators reported their age to be in the 
50 or over age range. A majority of the teachers reported they held a Masters Degree; 
while most of the administrators reported that they held the Education Specialist Degree. 
It was notable that eight teachers and seven administrators reported that they held a 
Doctoral Degree. 
Most teachers and administrators in the Southeast School District indicated they had 
been in their current position for one to five years. An overwhelming majority of 
teachers and administrators indicated that the student enrollment at their school was 
between 401 and 800 students. Enrollment figures of between 801 and 1200 were the 
next largest category reported by both teachers and administrators. The frequencies and 
percentages of the demographic responses reported in the survey for the Southeast School 
District are displayed in Table 6. 
The survey yielded 179 teacher and 34 administrator responses from the Central 
School District. Although the response rate was less than those from the Southeast 
School District the results were similar in most areas. The majority of the teachers and 
administrators were female. Again, a larger percentage of males were reported in the 
administrator group than in the teacher group. A larger percentage of the teachers 
reported they were 40 to 49 years of age, while more of the administrators reported they 
were 50 years of age or older. A majority of teachers reported they held a Masters 
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Table 6 
Frequency and Percentages of Distribution of Teachers and School Administrators 
According to Demographics in the Southeast School District 
School Combined 
Teachers Administrators Totals 
N % N % N % 
Sex of Respondent 
Male 29 11.7 16 25.4 45 14.5 
Female 218 88.3 47 74.6 265 85.5 
Non-respondent 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Row Total 247 100.0 63 100.0 310 100.0 
Age of Respondent 
20-29 Years 41 16.6 0 0.0 41 13.2 
30-39 Years 59 23.9 12 19.0 71 22.9 
40-49 Years 74 30.0 24 38.1 98 31.6 
50 or over 70 28.3 27 42.9 97 31.3 
Non-respondent 3 1.2 0 0.0 J 1.0 
Row Total 247 100.0 63 100.0 310 100.0 
Level of Education 
B. A./B. S. 105 42.5 0 0.0 105 33.9 
M.A./M.S./M. Ed. 118 47.8 22 34.9 140 45.2 
Ed. S. 14 5.7 34 54.0 48 15.5 
Ed. D./ Ph. D. 8 3.2 7 11.1 15 4.8 
Non-respondent 2 0.8 0 0.0 2 0.6 
Row Total 247 100.0 63 100.0 310 100.0 
Years in Position 
1-5 Years 80 32.4 36 57.1 116 37.4 
6-10 Years 47 19.0 6 9.5 53 17.1 
11-15 Years 32 13.0 7 11.1 39 12.6 
16-20 Years 34 13.8 4 6.3 38 12.3 
21-25 Years 21 8.5 3 4.8 24 7.7 
> 25 Years 32 13.0 7 11.1 39 12.6 
Non-respondent 1 0.4 0 0.0 1 0.3 
Row Total 247 100.0 63 100.0 310 100.0 
Student Enrollment 
<400 17 6.9 3 4.8 20 6.5 
401-800 151 61.1 42 66.7 193 62.3 
801-1200 49 19.8 14 22.2 63 20.3 
> 1200 23 9.3 4 6.3 27 8.7 
Non-respondent 7 2.8 0 0.0 7 2.3 
Row Total 247 100.0 63 100.0 310 100.0 
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Table 7 
Frequency and Percentages of Distribution of Teachers and School Administrators 
According to Demographics in the Central School District 
School Combined 
Teachers Administrators Totals 
N % N % N "o 
Sex of Respondent 
Male 28 15.6 8 23.5 36 16.9 
Female 149 83.2 26 76.5 175 82.2 
Non-respondent 2 1.1 0 0.0 2 0.9 
Row Total 179 100.0 34 100.0 213 100.0 
Age of Respondent 
20-29 Years 30 16.8 0 0.0 30 14.1 
30-39 Years 41 22 9 6 17.6 47 22.0 
40-49 Years 55 30.7 12 35.3 67 31.5 
50 or over 51 28.5 16 47.1 67 31.5 
Non-respondent 2 1.1 0 0.0 2 0.9 
Row Total 179 100.0 34 100.0 213 100.0 
Level of Education 
B. A./B. S. 61 34.1 0 0.0 61 28.6 
M.A./ M.S./ M. Ed. 98 54.7 4 11.8 102 47.9 
Ed. S. 15 8.4 19 55.9 34 16.0 
Ed. D./ Ph. D. j 1.7 11 32.4 14 6.6 
Non-respondent 2 1.1 0 0.0 2 0.9 
Row Total 179 100.0 34 100.0 213 100.0 
Years in Position 
1-5 Years 53 29.6 19 55.9 72 33.8 
6-10 Years 32 17.9 J) 8.8 35 16.4 
11-15 Years 29 16.2 -> J 8.8 32 15.0 
16-20 Years 20 11.2 2 5.9 22 10.3 
21-25 Years 17 9.5 5 14.7 22 10.3 
> 25 Years 26 14.5 0 5.9 28 13.1 
Non-respondent 2 1.1 0 0.0 T 0.9 
Row Total 179 100.0 34 100.0 100.0 
Student Enrollment 
<400 15 8.4 5 14.7 20 9.4 
401-800 97 54.2 18 52.9 115 54.0 
801-1200 41 22.9 6 17.6 47 22.0 
> 1200 24 13.4 5 14.7 29 13.6 
Non-respondent 2 1.1 0 0.0 2 0.9 
Row Total 179 100.0 34 100.0 213 100.0 
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Degree; while most of the administrators reported that they held an Education Specialist 
Degree. Three teachers and eleven administrators reportedly held the Doctoral Degree. 
Similar to the Southeast School District, the majority of teachers and administrators 
in the Central School District indicated that they had been in their current position for one 
to five years. Also, the majority of teachers and administrators reported that student 
enrollment at their school was at the 401-800 level. Again, enrollment figures of between 
801 and 1200 were the next largest category reported by both teachers and administrators 
with two teachers not responding. The frequencies and percentages of the demographic 
responses reported in the survey for the Central School District are displayed in Table 7. 
Findings Related to the Research Questions 
Teachers ' and Administrators ' Perception of the Effectiveness of the Teacher Evaluation 
System to Improve Instruction 
Responses to survey items 1, 3, 4, 5, 8, 10, 12. 14, and 15 on Part I of the survey were 
used as the improvement of instruction scale for teacher evaluation to answer the first 
research question. These items related to identifying areas of instruction that the teacher 
needed to strengthen, utilizing student achievement data to determine the effectiveness of 
instruction and to guide suggestions for improvement, using multiple data sources to 
assess the quality of instruction, conducting evaluations by competent evaluators, 
providing an accurate assessment of teaching performance, and having a positive effect 
on instructional improvement. Mean scores for teachers' and administrators' responses 
on the instructional improvement scale were calculated for teachers and administrators in 
both school districts. 
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In order to compare the responses of teachers and administrators in the Southeast 
School District of the overall effectiveness of the TPAI to improve instruction, a t-test 
was performed on the mean scores for teachers and administrators on the improving 
instruction scale to determine if a statistically significant difference existed between the 
two groups. There was no statistically significant difference in the mean scores for 
teachers' and administrators" responses. This indicated that in response to research 
question one, teachers and administrators in the Southeast School District were in 
agreement as to the effectiveness of their teacher evaluation system to improve 
instruction. The results of the t-test are displayed in Table 8. 
Table 8 
Results oft-Test Analysis of Southeast School District's Administrators and Teachers 
Perceived Impact of their Teacher Evaluation System on Improving Instruction 
Instructional Improvement (Mean of Items 1, 3, 4, 5, 8, 10, 12, 14, 15) 
Group N 
Administrators 63 
Teachers 247 
* p < .05 
To compare the Central School District's teachers' and administrators' responses of 
the overall effectiveness of the GTEP to improve instruction, a t-test was performed on 
the mean scores for teachers and administrators on improving instruction scale to 
determine if a statistically significant difference existed between the two groups. Similar 
Mean SD t value p 
3.43 .76 
.93 .34 
3.10 .85 
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to the Southeast School District no statistically significant difference was found. This 
indicated that the teachers and administrators in the Central School District were in 
agreement as to their teacher evaluation system's effect on improving instruction. Table 
9 illustrates the results of the t-test. 
1 able 9 
Results of t-Test Analysis oj Central School District's Administrators and Teachers 
Perceived Impact of their Teacher Evaluation System on Improving Instruction 
Instructional Improvement (Mean of Items 1, 3, 4, 5, 8, 10, 12, 14, 15) 
Group N Mean SD t value p 
Administrators 34 3.54 .65 
.51 .48 
Teachers 179 3.45 .75 
* p < .05 ~~~ 
Part II of the survey asked respondents to rate on a scale of one to nine from very 
ineffective to very effective of the overall effectiveness of their teacher evaluation system 
to improve instruction. A comparison of the means of the teachers (4.95) and 
administrators (5.56) in the Southeast School District, indicated that the teachers rated 
their teacher evaluation system as less effective on improving instruction than did the 
administrators. The means of the teachers (5.85) and administrators (5.91) in the Central 
School District indicated that they were in close agreement in their ratings of the 
effectiveness their teacher evaluation system on improving instruction. Table 10 
illustrates these results. 
Table 10 
Descriptive Statistics for Overall Impact on Instructional Improvement 
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Southeast Georgia Distriet Central Georgia District 
Teachers Administrators Teachers Administrators 
(N=247) (N=63) (N=179) (N=34) 
F % F % F % F % 
Very Ineffective 24 9.7 0 0.0 10 5.6 1 2.9 
15 6.1 0 0.0 1.1 1 2.9 
J 32 13.0 9 14.3 14 7.8 1 2.9 
4 20 8.1 9 14.3 18 10.1 6 17.6 
5 56 22.7 14 22.2 30 16.8 -> J 8.8 
6 30 12.1 10 15.9 23 12.8 6 17.6 
7 39 15.8 13 20.6 43 24.0 8 23.5 
8 19 7.7 6 9.5 21 11.7 8 23.5 
Very Effective 12 4.9 2 3.2 18 10.1 0 0.0 
Mean 4.95 5.56 5.85 5.91 
SD 2.22 1.67 2.11 1.88 
t-ratio 2.02 
.161 
Df 308 211 
*p < .05 
78 
Teachers ' and Administrators' Perception of the Impact of the Teacher Evaluation 
System to Promote Professional 
Combining responses to survey items 2, 6. 7. 9. 11. 13. and 16 on Part I of the survey 
created a professional development scale for teacher evaluation to answer the second 
research question. These items dealt with such issues as the importance of professional 
growth and development, promoting leadership skills, sharing ideas, having a positive 
influence on contributing to school improvement and reform, and encouraging 
collaboration with colleagues. The mean scores of the responses of the teachers and 
administrators in both school districts were calculated and compared within this category 
to determine if a statistically significant difference existed in the means of each group. 
As noted in tables 11 and 12, no statistically significant difference existed between the 
means of the teachers and administrators in either the Southeast School District or the 
Central School District in their perception of the impact of their teacher evaluation 
system on promoting professional growth. 
Part II of the survey asked respondents to rate on a scale of one to nine from very 
ineffective to very effective of the overall impact of their teacher evaluation system to 
promote professional growth. The mean of the teachers (5.19) and the mean of the 
administrators (5.90) in the Southeast School district indicated that the administrators 
rated the effectiveness of their teacher evaluation system at a higher level than that of the 
teachers. The same was true for the Central School District with the mean for teachers 
being 5.76 and the mean for administrators being 5.91. It is interesting to note the 
similarity of the means for administrators in both the Southeast School District and the 
Central School District. Table 13 illustrates these results. 
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Table 11 
Results oft-Test Analysis of Southeast School District s Administrators and Teachers 
Perceived Impact of their Teacher Evaluation System on Promoting Professional Growth 
Professional Growth (Mean of Items 2, 6, 7, 9, 11, 13, 16) 
Group N Mean SD t value E 
Administrators 63 3.33 .81 
1.14 .29 
Teachers 247 3.08 .89 
* p < .05 
Table 12 
Results oft-Test Analysis of Central School District's Administrators and Teachers 
Perceived Impact of their Teacher Evaluation System on Promoting Professional Growth 
Professional Growth (Mean of Items 2, 6, 7, 9, 11, 13, 16) 
Group N Mean SD t value p 
Administrators 34 3.38 .75 
.00 .99 
Teachers 179 3.34 .81 
* p < .05 
80 
Table 13 
Descriptive Statistics for Overall Imapct on Professional Growth 
Southeast Georgia District Central Georgia District 
Teachers Administrators Teachers Administrators 
(N=247) (N=63) (N=179) (N=34) 
F % F % F % F % 
Very Ineffective 22 8.9 0 0.0 13 7.3 1 2.9 
2 14 5.7 4 6.3 4 2.2 1 2.9 
3 22 8.9 6 9.5 14 7.8 5 14.7 
4 32 13.0 7 11.1 15 8.4 2 5.9 
5 48 19.4 6 9.5 35 19.6 8 23.5 
6 27 10.9 9 14.3 16 8.9 3 8.8 
7 36 14.6 17 27.0 35 19.6 6 17.6 
8 30 12.1 11 17.5 27 15.1 8 23.5 
Very Effective 16 6.5 3 4.8 19 10.6 0 0.0 
Mean 5.19 5.90 5.76 5791 
SD 2.29 1.97 2.27 1.88 
t-ratio 2.28 -.420 
df 308 210 
*p < .05 
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Ihe Ejject of Position and School District on Teachers ' and Administrators ' 
Perceptions of the Effectiveness of the Teacher Evaluation Systems on Improving 
Instruction 
The two-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) procedure was conducted to test the 
main effects and interaction effects of the factors of position (teacher or administrator) 
and and school district (Southeast or Central) on the respondents' ratings of the 
effectiveness their teacher evaluation system to improve instruction. As noted in Table 
14, there was no statistically significant interaction effect on position and school district. 
However, in response to question three, the findings indicate that position and school 
district did have a statistically significant effect on teachers' and administrators' 
perception of the teacher evaluation system on improving instruction. 
The mean scores of administrators in both school districts in relation to the 
effectiveness of the their teacher evaluation system in improving instruction showed little 
variation, 3.43 for administrators in the Southeast School District and 3.54 for the Central 
School District. This indicated that they were both in close agreement as to the 
effectiveness of their teacher evaluation system on improving instruction with 
administrators in the Southeast School District being somewhat closer to being undecided 
than the Central School District. However, the mean score of the teachers in the 
Southeast School District (3.10) indicated that they were more undecided than the 
teachers in the Central School District whose mean score was 3.45 on the effectiveness of 
their teacher evaluation system on improving instruction. 
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The Effect of Position and School District on Teachers ' and Administrators ' Perceptions 
of the Effectiveness of the Teacher Evaluation Systems on Promoting Professional 
Growth 
To test the main effects and interaction effects of the factors of position (teacher or 
administrator) and school district (Southeast or Central) on the respondents' ratings of the 
impact of their teacher evaluation system on promoting professional growth, the two-way 
Analysis of Variance procedure was conducted. As noted in Table 15. the findings 
indicated that there was no statistically significant interaction effect on position and 
school district. Nor did position as a teacher or administrator or being employed in the 
Southeast School District or the Central School District have a statistically significant 
effect on teachers' and administrators' perceptions of the teacher evaluation system on 
promoting professional growth. Therefore, in response to question four, the perceptions 
of professional growth did not vary by position and school district. 
Administrators in both school districts were in close agreement as to the impact of 
their teacher evaluation system on promoting professional growth with the administrators 
in the Southeast School District (3.33) just a little closer to being undecided than those in 
the Central School District (3.38). Teachers in the Southeast School District (3.08) also 
were somewhat more undecided than the teachers in the Central School District (3.34) 
about the impact of their teacher evaluation system on promoting professional growth. 
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Table 14 
ANOVA Results and Descriptive Statistics for Main and Interaction Effects of Position 
and School District on Perceived Impact on Improving Instruction 
Instructional Improvement (Mean of Items 1, 3, 4, 5, 8, 10, 12, 14, 15) 
System Mean SD n 
Southeast Georgia 
Administrator 3.43 .76 63 
Teacher 3.10 .85 247 
Total 3.17 .84 310 
Central Georgia 
Administrator 3.54 .65 34 
Teacher 3.45 .75 179 
Total 3.46 .73 213 
Source SS df MS F 
System (S) 3.67 1 3.67 5.86* 
Position (P) 3.18 1 3.18 5.07* 
SxP 1.08 1 1.08 1.73 
Error 325.11 519 .63 
R-= .048, Adj. Ri= .043, *p< .05 
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Table 15 
yiNOVA Results and Descriptive Statistics for Main and Interaction Effects of Position 
and School District on Perceived Impact on Professional Growth 
Professional Growth (Mean of Items 2, 6, 7, 9, 11, 13, 16) 
Svstem 
Southeast Georgia 
Administrator 
Teacher 
Total 
Central Georgia 
Administrator 
Teacher 
Total 
Source 
System (S) 
Position (P) 
S x P 
Mean 
3.08 
3.34 
3.34 
SS df 
Error 
1.62 
1.57 
.79 
370.54 
SO 
.81 
.89 
.75 
.80 
.80 
MS 
519 
: .62 
1.57 
.79 
.71 
63 
247 
310 
34 
179 
213 
2.27 
2.20 
.023, Adj. R-= .017, *p < .05 
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Analysis of Open-Ended Questions 
Part III of the survey instrument contained three open-ended questions that asked 
teachers and administrators to state their perceptions of the strengths, weaknesses, and 
suggestions improvement of either the Teacher Performance Appraisal Instrument that 
was utilized by the Southeast School District during the 2001-2002 school year or the 
Georgia Teacher Evaluation Program that was utilized by the Central School District 
during the 2001-2002 school year. These responses provided insight to the last three 
research questions. In the Southeast School District 247 teachers and 63 administrators 
returned the survey. In the Central School District 179 teachers returned the survey and 
34 administrators returned the survey. 
Question 1. What are the strengths of your district's teacher evaluation system? 
Southeast School District 
T he 207 teachers and 52 administrators in the Southeast School District who 
responded listed an assortment of strengths of the Teacher Performance Appraisal 
Instrument that was in use in their school district during the 2001-2002 school year. 
Seventy percent of the administrators and about 50% of the teachers noted that the system 
had a positive effect on instructional improvement. Some of the areas cited included the 
system's focus on the improvement of the quality of the instructional program, the 
identification of a teacher's strengths and weaknesses, the opportunity for the teacher to 
reflect on their instruction and complete a self-analysis, the utilization of multiple data 
sources, and the opportunity to conference and receive feedback from the evaluator. The 
results are summarized in Tables 16 and 17. Teachers noted that the instrument helped 
teachers identify areas of strength and weakness in instruction and encouraged 
improvement in teaching strategies. According to a number of the teachers, the 
instrument provided a good framework for the evaluator, covering a variety of critical 
areas related to instruction including classroom instruction, classroom management, 
communication, and duties and responsibilities. Over 23% of the teachers also stressed 
the provision of the opportunity for self-reflection on their delivery of instruction. As 
one teacher stated, the "reflection forces the teacher to look at their practices, decide what 
did and did not work, and make suggestions for improvement." Comments made by the 
administrators in the Southeast School District about the strengths of their teacher 
evaluation system were similar to those of the district's teachers. Many administrators 
(over 48%) noted that teachers "reflecting on their lessons and providing the evaluator 
with feedback" was a major strength. Other strengths of the evaluation system listed by 
administrators included the identification and reinforcement of effective teaching 
practices and the identification of areas of instruction that were in need of improvement. 
A number of teachers (about 21%) and administrators (about 17%) also commented 
that the evaluation process supported and encouraged professional growth including 
collaboration with colleagues and administrators. The emphasis on professional growth 
that promoted a dialogue between the administrator and the teacher to share ideas and to 
discuss the teacher's personal contribution to the school improvement plan was a strength 
noted by administrators. Again it was interesting to note that 19 teachers and 2 
administrators stated that the Teacher Performance Appraisal Instrument had no 
strengths. One teacher wrote that the system "does not provide educators with valuable 
feedback." Another teacher commented that after having taught for 39 years with 22 
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principals, the individual "learned long ago that evaluations were based on personalities" 
and as such no longer pays attention to them. 
Table 16 
Response Percentages of Teachers for Strengths of Southeast School District's Teacher 
Evaluation System 
Number of Percentage of 
Times Category Respondents' 
Referenced2 % 
Total Respondents 207 83.8 
Instructional Improvement 
Focuses on improving the quality of the 
instructional program 20 9.7 
Identifies strengths and weaknesses 14 6.8 
Classroom observations 23 11.1 
Multiple data sources 16 7.7 
Consistent criteria 24 11.6 
Feedback from evaluator 19 9.2 
Conferences with evaluator 20 10.0 
Other instructional improvement strengths 9 4.3 
Overall Total 145 70.0 
Self-Reflection 
Teacher evaluation/analysis of instruction 49 23.7 
Overall Total 49 23.7 
Professional Growth 
Professional development/ improvement plan 15 7.2 
Collaboration with colleagues 8 3.9 
Promotes professional growth 21 10.1 
Overall Total 44 21.3 
None 19 9.1 
This column represents the total number of survey respondents who provided at least 
one response per main grouping. 
2
 This column is a simple count of the number of times a comment was given. This 
column may sum up to more than 207 since each respondent often listed multiple 
comments. 
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Table 17 
Response Percentages of Administrators for Strengths of Southeast School District's 
Teacher Evaluation System 
Number of Percentage of 
Times Category Respondents' 
Referenced2 % 
Total Respondents 52 82.5 
Instructional Improvement 
Focuses on improving the quality of the 
instructional program 5 9.6 
Identifies strengths and weaknesses 4 7.7 
Classroom observations 4 7.7 
Multiple data sources 3 5.8 
Feedback from evaluator 2 3.8 
Conferences with evaluator 6 11.5 
Other instructional improvement strengths 2 3.8 
Overall Total 26 50 
Self-Reflection 
Teacher evaluation/anal vsis of instruction 25 48.1 
Overall Total 25 48.1 
Professional Growth 
Professional development/ improvement plan 3 5.8 
Promotes professional growth 6 11.5 
Overall Total 9 17.3 
None 2 3.8 
This column represents the total number of survey respondents who provided at least 
one response per main grouping. 
" This column is a simple count of the number of times a comment was given. This 
column may sum up to more than 52 since each respondent often listed multiple 
comments. 
Central School District 
In response to the question of what were the strengths of the teacher evaluation system in 
use in their school district, 29 administrators and 152 teachers in the Central School 
District listed a variety of strengths of the Georgia Teacher Evaluation Program. These 
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Table 18 
Response Percentages of Teachers for Strengths of Central School District's Teacher 
Evaluation System 
Number of Percentage of 
Times Category- Respondents1 
Referenced*' % 
T otal Respondents 152 84.9 
Instructional Improvement 
Objective and focused on effective teaching 
strategies 39 25.7 
Consistent, fair, and well structured targeting 
strengths and weaknesses of teachers 53 34.9 
Provides feedback to teachers regarding 
instruction 31 20.4 
Training provided on instrument 15 9.9 
Overall Total 138 90.8 
Professional Growth 
Provisions made for professional development 20 13.2 
Promotes collaboration between teacher and 
evaluator 6 3.9 
Promotes collaboration with colleagues 5 -> ^ 
Overall Total 31 20.4 
None 13 8.6 
This column represents the total number of survey respondents who provided at least 
one response per main grouping. 
2
 This column is a simple count of the number of times a comment was given. This 
column may sum up to more than 152 since each respondent often listed multiple 
comments. 
are summarized in Tables 18 and 19. Over 90% of the administrators and teachers who 
responded commented that the GTEP had a positive effect on instructional improvement 
(e.g. provided feedback to teachers regarding instruction, was objective and focused on 
effective teaching strategies, and was consistent, fair, and well structured targeting 
strengths and weakness of teachers, etc.) Comments similar to "allows the teacher time 
to hear her strengths and limitations and get some feedback about them from an 
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outsider's perspective" were frequently cited. One administrator stated that the 
instrument was "well structured and convenient to use." Another administrator noted 
that the instrument helped the observer "to be fair in making assumptions." Some 
teachers also commented that the Georgia Teacher Evaluation Program provided set 
guidelines that were used by evaluators to provide consistent, uniform, and standard 
evaluations across the county. In addition, many of the teachers commented that strong, 
trained, quality personnel who were very fair and thorough conducted the evaluations. 
Another aspect of the Georgia Teacher Evaluation Program that both administrators 
(31%) and teachers (20%) in the Central School District cited as a strength of their 
teacher evaluation system related to the opportunities for professional growth that it 
offered including provisions made for professional development and the promotion of 
collaboration among teacher, evaluator, and colleagues. Promoting "professional 
development for teachers who were experiencing difficulty" was stated as a strength by 
several principals who responded to the open-ended question. Some teachers commented 
that the process "includes staff development workshops, and classes teachers can take to 
improve instruction" and that plans of action are put into place to help the at risk teacher. 
It was interesting to note that 13 teachers and one administrator stated that the instalment 
had no strengths. 
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Table 19 
Response Percentages of Administrators for Strengths of Central School District's 
Teacher Evaluation Svstem 
Number of Percentage of 
Times Category Respondents' 
Referenced" % 
Total Respondents 29 85.2 
Instructional Improvement 
Objective and focused on effective teaching 
strategies 7 24.1 
Consistent, fair, and well structured targeting 
strengths and weaknesses of teachers 15 51.7 
Provides feedback to teachers regarding 
instruction 3 10.3 
Based on research -) 10.3 
Training provided on instrument J 10.3 
Meets state's requirement goal for teacher 
evaluation 1 3.4 
Overall Total 39 110.3 
Professional Growth 
Provisions made for professional development 6 20.7 
Promotes collaboration between teacher and 0 6.9 
evaluator 
Promotes collaboration with colleagues 1 3.4 
Overall Total 9 31.0 
None 1 3.4 
This column represents the total number of survey respondents who provided at least 
one response per main grouping. 
' This column is a simple count of the number of times a comment was given. This 
column may sum up to more than 29 since each respondent often listed multiple 
comments. 
Question 2. What are the weaknesses of your district's teacher evaluation system? 
Southeast School District 
The Southeast School District's teachers and administrators reported a number of 
perceived weaknesses in their teacher evaluation system. Chief among these for the 215 
teachers (29%) and the 51 administrators (51%) who replied to this question was the 
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cumbersome, time-consuming paperwork that involved too many forms to complete that 
did not result in improved instructional effectiveness. Teachers also questioned the 
objectivity of the instrument believing that different administrators interpreted the 
instrument differently and even might be "influenced by personal perception,, of the 
teacher in determining either positive or negative ratings. In addition, some teachers 
believed that the administrator "may or may not have knowledge of relating to a specific 
area" such as a lack of content knowledge or special education. Observations needing to 
be done more frequently and lasting of longer duration, as well as needing to be done by 
different administrators, were cited as weaknesses of the evaluation instrument. Finally, 
teachers (25.1%) were dissatisfied with the level of feedback they received, saying that 
they desired more positive criticism along with suggestions for improving teacher 
performance and solutions and answers to problems. In conjunction with this, only 
having indicators of unsatisfactory and satisfactory rewarded "mediocrity with no 
incentive to perform above standard." Overall, over 99% of the teachers made comments 
that indicated that they believed the Teacher Performance Appraisal Instrument was 
ineffective. 
Administrators (33%) also were concerned that the instrument was somewhat 
subjective and vague with no clear measure of instructional effectiveness. The need for a 
rating scale to reflect ratings other than satisfactory or unsatisfactory was another aspect 
of the instrument that administrators noted as a weakness. As one principal stated, an 
unsatisfactory on the annual summary report is "derogatory and discouraging;" therefore, 
a needs improvement should be included to help a teacher grow. Tables 20 and 21 
summarize these findings. 
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Table 20 
Response Percentages of Teachers for Weaknesses of Southeast School District's 
Teacher Evaluation System 
Number of Percentage of 
Times Category Respondents1 
Referenced" % 
Total Respondents 215 87.0 
Inefficient 
Time-consuming 9 4.2 
Paperwork 44 20.5 
Tengthy/cumbersome 10 4.7 
Overall Total 63 29.3 
Ineffective 
Subjective/vague components 54 25.1 
Evaluator lack of expertise/training 17 7.9 
Evaluator bias 18 8.4 
Teacher manipulation 9 9.2 
In frequency and short duration of observations 37 17.2 
Lack of constructive feedback 54 25.1 
Rating scale inadequate-only satisfactory or 11 5.1 
unsatisfactory 
Other 13 6.0 
Overall Total 213 99.1 
Lack of Credibility 
Not assessed for reliability and validity 2 0.9 
Not research based 0 0.9 
Differs from state instrument 2 0.9 
Not used uniformly among evaluators 9 4.2 
District changes instrument too often 3 1.4 
Overall Total 18 8.4 
None 6 2.8 
This column represents the total number of survey respondents who provided at least 
one response per main grouping. 
" This column is a simple count of the number of times a comment was given. This 
column may sum up to more than 215 since each respondent often listed multiple 
comments. 
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Table 21 
Response Percentages of Administrators for Weaknesses of Southeast School District's 
Teacher Evaluation System 
Number of Percentase of 
Times Category Respondents' 
Referenced" % 
Total Respondents 51 80.9 
Inefficient 
Time-consuming 10 19.6 
Paperwork 10 19.6 
Lengthy/cumbersome 6 11.8 
Overall Total 26 50.9 
Ineffective 
Subjective/vague components 17 ->'■>-> 
Evaluator lack of expertise/training 5.9 
Evaluator bias -) 3.9 
Rating scale inadequate-only satisfactory or 
unsatisfactory 7 13.7 
Overall Total 29 56.9 
Lack of Credibility 
Not assessed for reliability and validity 2 3.9 
Not research based 1 2.0 
Differs from state instrument 2 3.9 
Not used uniformly among evaluators 2 3.9 
District changes instrument too often 2 3.9 
Overall Total 9 17.6 
None 1 2.0 
This column represents the total number of survey respondents who provided at least 
one response per main grouping. 
~ This column is a simple count of the number of times a comment was given. This 
column may sum up to more than 51 since each respondent often listed multiple 
comments. 
Central School District 
feachers and administrators in the Central School District noted several weaknesses 
of the Georgia Teacher Evaluation Program. For the 144 teachers (34%) who responded, 
primary among these weaknesses was that the process was subjective, generic, and that 
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its components were inadequate. Teachers (21.50/o) also cited that observations were not 
done frequently enough during the year and when they were done they were of too short a 
duration. As one teacher put it. "an administrator observing a class for 20 to 30 minutes 
one to three times annually - in no way can an accurate reflection of a teacher's ability be 
observed in this short amount of time." Only nine of the teachers stated that using test 
scores to evaluate teachers was unfair, and thus was a weakness of the evaluation system. 
A larger number of teachers (30.1%) believed that the process was too brief and too 
limited, not offering enough feedback to improve instruction especially for a master 
teacher who performs at a high level. Other teachers (13.9%) commented on what they 
believed was the lack of effective evaluators stating that some know very little about 
what is being taught, and that in some cases they are biased and show favoritism or do 
not have the courage to give teachers poor ratings. Overall, the number of weaknesses 
cited exceeded the number of teachers who responded. 
Most of the 26 administrators (34.6%) in the Central School District who responded 
were in agreement with the teachers in saying that evaluators did not get into classrooms 
enough, believing that one to three 20 to 30 minute observations were not effective in 
determining a teacher's effectiveness. As several administrators put it, "anyone can stage 
a 20 minute performance." Some administrators were concerned that some of the 
parameters that impact instructional effectiveness are given lower priorities on the 
instrument, and the instrument does not comply with new teaching standards and 
accountabilities. More than 61% of the administrators stated that they believed that the 
Georgia Teacher Evaluation Program was too subjective and generic. It is interesting to 
note that while 30.1% of the teachers believed the evaluation system was lacking in 
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support and constructive feedback, and even greater percentage 42.3% of the 
administrators stated that this was the case. The results are summarized in fables 22 
and 23. 
Table 22 
Response Percentages of Teachers for Weaknesses of Central School District 's Teacher 
Evaluation System 
Number of Percentage of 
Times Category Respondents' 
Referenced" % 
Total Respondents 144 80.4 
Ineffective 
Subjective, generic, and inadequate 
components 49 34.0 
Infrequency and short duration of observations 31 21.5 
Lack of support and constructive feedback 44 30.1 
Rating scale inadequate-only satisfactory or 
unsatisfactorv 4 2.8 
Evaluator lack of expertise/training 20 13.9 
Utilization of test scores 9 6.3 
Overall Total 157 109.0 
Lack of Credibility 
Not used uniformly among evaluators 2.1 
Overall Total -> J 2.1 
None 11 7.6 
This column represents the total number of survey respondents who provided at least 
one response per main grouping. 
" This column is a simple count of the number of times a comment was given. This 
column may sum up to more than 144 since each respondent often listed multiple 
comments. 
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Table 23 
Response Percentages of Administrators for Weaknesses of Central School District's 
Teacher Evaluation System 
Number of Percentage of 
Times Category Respondents1 
Referenced" % 
Total Respondents 26 76.5 
Ineffective 
Subjective, generic, and inadequate 
components 16 61.5 
Infrequency and short duration of observations 9 34.6 
Lack of support and constructive feedback 11 42.3 
Rating scale inadequate-only satisfactory or 1 3.8 
unsatisfactorv 
Utilization of test scores -) 7.7 
Overall Total 39 150.0 
Lack of Credibilitv 
Not used uniformly among evaluators 1 3.8 
Overall Total 1 3.8 
Other 
Too many weaknesses to cite 1 3.8 
1
 This column represents the total number of survey respondents who provided at least 
one response per main grouping. 
" This column is a simple count of the number of times a comment was given. This 
column may sum up to more than 26 since each respondent often listed multiple 
comments. 
Question 3. How would you improve your district's teacher evaluation system'? 
Southeast School District 
When considering ways to improve their district's teacher evaluation system. 196 
teachers and 51 administrators in the Southeast School District included a variety of 
ideas. A summary of the results are found in Tables 24 and 25. Only about 5% of the 
teachers in the Southeast School District suggested a return to the Georgia Teacher 
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Evaluation Program, but over 23% of the teachers who responded to the question were of 
the opinion the instrument needed to be simplified, stating that a reduction in the amount 
of paperwork and the inclusion of a checklist, would result in a more objective, 
streamlined, and uniform instrument. The belief that the school district should "leave an 
instrument in place long enough so that teachers can get used to it and be more 
comfortable with it and comprehend expectations and requirements" were included in the 
comments made by teachers. 
Requiring evaluators to conduct more formal and informal observations both inside 
and outside the classroom was a predominate theme in the comments made by over 21% 
of the teachers. When formal observations were conducted, teachers would prefer that 
the evaluator view the entire lesson and provide meaningful feedback. Teachers (13.3%) 
also suggested that it would be beneficial to have peers and/or someone who has content 
knowledge, including special education disabilities, conduct observations. Another 
13.3% of the teachers expressed the need for more constructive and supportive feedback 
from evaluators. Comments such as there is a "need for clear, open, and honest critique 
and constructive suggestions for improvement" were made. Over 43% of the 
administrators expressed a desire to return to Georgia Teacher Evaluation Program citing 
a need for a simpler and more objective instrument. If the school district returned to 
GTEP, the administrators stated that a more objective, consistent, and reliable instalment 
would be provided and the amount of paperwork that the Teacher Performance Appraisal 
Instrument required would be reduced. However, several administrators (3.9%) wanted 
to retain the Teacher Performance Appraisal Instrument's reflecting information and 
future growth components in conjunction with the use of GTEP. 
Table 24 
Response Percentages of Teachers for Suggestions for Improvement of Southeast School 
District's Teacher Evaluation System 
Number of Percentage of 
Times Category Respondents' 
Referenced" % 
Total Respondents 196 79.3 
Return to GTEP 10 5.1 
Restructure Process 
Utilize checklist 10 5.1 
Increase number and length of observations 42 21.4 
Reduce paperwork 16 8.2 
Alter rating scale to reflect beyond S and U 
ratings 8 4.1 
Create a simpler and more objective 
instrument 46 23.5 
Provide more constructive feedback 26 13.3 
Incorporate peer/self evaluation 26 13.3 
Provide appropriate training for teachers and 
administrators 8 4.1 
Link evaluation to staff development 10 5.1 
Adjust timeline for evaluations 0 1.0 
Include student achievement 8 4.1 
Overall Total 205 104.5 
Other 
Give administrators power to premeditate. 
reprimand, and dismiss teachers who do not 
demonstrate improvement 6 3.1 
Stay with one instrument 2 1.0 
Consider the nature of the class 3 1.5 
Provide reward program for teachers who 
improve and continue to be satisfactory from 
year to year 1 0.5 
Overall Total 12 6.1 
No Improvements Needed 11 5.6 
1
 This column represents the total number of survey respondents who provided at least 
one response per main grouping. 
" This column is a simple count of the number of times a comment was given. This 
column may sum up to more than 196 since each respondent often listed multiple 
comments. 
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Table 25 
Response Percentages of Administrators for Suggestions for Improvement of Southeast 
School District's Teacher Evaluation System 
Number of Percentage of 
Times Category Respondents' 
Referenced' % 
Total Respondents 51 81.0 
Return to GTEP 2° 43.1 
Restructure Process 
Utilize checklist 3 5.9 
Increase number and length of observations 1 2.0 
Reduce paperwork J 5.9 
Alter rating scale to reflect beyond S and U 
ratings 5.9 
Create a simpler and more objective 
instrument 14 27.5 
Incorporate peer/self evaluation 2 3.9 
Provide appropriate training for teachers and 
administrators ■s 3.9 
Link evaluation to staff development 1 2.0 
Adjust timeline for evaluations 2 3.9 
Overall Total 31 60.8 
This column represents the total number of survey respondents who provided at least 
one response per main grouping. 
' This column is a simple count of the number of times a comment was given. This 
column may sum up to more than 51 since each respondent often listed multiple 
comments. 
Central School District 
The Central School District's 131 teachers and 26 administrators who replied to this 
question had several suggestions to improve their district's teacher evaluation system. 
Over 90% of these teachers and over 80% of these administrators suggested that the 
process needed to be restructured. Please see Tables 26 and 27 for summaries of the 
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Table 26 
Response Percentages of Teachers for Suggestions for Improvement of Central School 
District's Teacher Evaluation System 
Number of Percentage of 
Times Category Respondents' 
Referenced" % 
Total Respondents 131 73.2 
Restructure Process 
Utilize a portfolio based assessment 
Utilize a more comprehensive evaluation 
system 
Increase number and length of observations 
Vary the process for veteran teachers 
Incorporate a professional development 
component for all teachers 
Incorporate peer/self evaluation 
Provide more support and constructive 
feedback 
Correlate student achievement data with 
teacher performance 
Eliminate the use of student achievement data 
Alter rating scale to reflect beyond S and U 
Allow teacher feedback after observation 
Overall Total  
Other 
Provide appropriate training for teachers and 
administrators 10 7.6 
Evaluate system and revise instrument 6 4.6 
Utilize observation booths j 2.3 
Provide reward program for teachers whose 
performance is rated as superior -> j 2.3 
No changes needed 8 6.1 
Do away with it 3 2.3 
Overall Total 33 25.2 
This column represents the total number of survey respondents who provided at least 
one response per main grouping. 
" This column is a simple count of the number of times a comment was given. This 
column may sum up to more than 131 since each respondent often listed multiple 
comments. 
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Table 27 
Response Percentages of Administrators for Suggestions for Improvement of Central 
School District's Teacher Evaluation System 
Number of Percentage of 
Times Category Respondents1 
Referenced" % 
Total Respondents 26 76.4 
Restructure Process 
Utilize a portfolio based assessment i 7.7 
Increase number and length of observations 6 23.1 
Vary the process for veteran teachers 1 3.9 
Incorporate a professional development 
component for all teachers 4 15.4 
Incorporate peer/self evaluation 6 23.1 
Correlate student achievement data with 
teacher performance 7.7 
Overall Total 21 80.8 
Other 
Provide appropriate training for teachers and 
administrators 2 7.7 
Evaluate system and revise instrument 5 19.2 
Provide administrators with support that 
would enable them to be instructional leaders 2 7.7 
Overall Total 9 34.7 
This column represents the total number of survey respondents who provided at least 
one response per main grouping. 
2
 This column is a simple count of the number of times a comment was given. This 
column may sum up to more than 26 since each respondent often listed multiple 
comments. 
results. The teachers (20.6%) believed that something more than one to three 20 minute 
observations were needed, including more frequent walk-throughs/visitations to 
classrooms by administrators along with peer evaluations that would "offer teachers 
feedback from someone else who deals with the same set of circumstances each day." 
Teachers also recommended, that, in addition to unannounced visits, teachers should be 
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given the opportunity to plan a lesson for the administrator to observe in order to evaluate 
the day's activities and instruction. Teachers (15.3%) also were desirous of more support 
and constructive feedback from evaluators. In addition, a large percentage of teachers 
(27.5%) of teachers stated that the incorporation of peer/self evaluation would be 
productive. 
Administrators (15.4%) noted that incorporating professional development plans and 
having teachers develop individual improvement goals could serve as a means to improve 
the teacher evaluation system in the Central School District. Other administrators 
suggested the use of an instrument that targeted specific teacher behaviors that impacted 
learning such as providing a variety of presentation and positive feedback for students. 
Some administrators and teachers recommended the use of portfolios. An evaluation of 
the system followed by a complete overhaul or five of the administrators and six of the 
teachers recommended revision of the instrument. Only eight of the 131 of the teachers 
suggested that no changes were need. 
Question 4. If you have evaluated with or have been evaluated by the Georgia 
Teacher Evaluation Program and your district's Framework for Professional Growth: 
The Teacher Performance Appraisal Instrument, how would you compare your district's 
teacher evaluation system to the Georgia Teacher Evaluation Program? This question 
was specific to teachers and administrators in the Southeast School District. 
Over 61% of the administrators, but only close to 30% of the teachers in the 
Southeast School District responded that they were familiar with both the Geonzia 
Teacher Evaluation Program and the Framework for Professional Growth: The Teacher 
Performance Appraisal Instrument either by having been evaluated by both instruments. 
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or. in the case of the administrators, having been evaluated by and/or using both 
instruments to evaluate teachers. When comparing the two instruments. 51.3% of those 
administrators and 24.4% of those teachers found the Georgia Teacher Evaluation 
Program preferable over the Framework for Professional Growth: the feacher 
Performance Appraisal Instrument. Administrators believed that the Georgia Teacher 
Evaluation Program was a "valid research-based instrument;" and, that while the feacher 
Performance Appraisal Instrument was more comprehensive, both administrators (12.8%) 
and teachers (10.8%) stated it was "too cumbersome involving too much 
paperwork." Although many teachers and administrators favored using the Georgia 
Teacher Evaluation Program perceiving it to be fairer as well as more objective and 
reliable, a few were of the opinion that both instruments were "good when used 
properly." Over 14.9% of the teachers also valued the opportunity for teachers to reflect 
upon their performance and plan for their professional growth that the feacher 
Performance Appraisal Instrument provided. In addition, seven teachers, 9.5%, noted 
that they were of the opinion that the TPAI was very focused and comprehensive. Only 
one administrator stated that this was the case. Three teachers and one administrator 
stated that they believed that both instruments were subjective along with nine teachers 
who stated that there was very little difference between the two. Another 6.8% of the 
teachers found both instruments satisfactory. Results are summarized in Tables 28 
and 29. 
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Table 28 
Response Percentages for Comparisons Between GTEP and TPAI for Southeast School 
District's Teachers 
Number of 
Times Category 
Referenced' 
Percentage of 
Respondents' 
% 
Total Respondents 74 30.0 
GTEP 
More efficient and user friendly 13 17.6 
Fairer 1 1.4 
GTEP better 4 5.4 
Overall Total 28 37.8 
TPAI 
Very focused and comprehensive 7 9.5 
Provides for more teacher input 11 14.9 
I oo cumbersome and lengthy 8 10.8 
Lacks focus 1 1.4 
Not administered consistently across district 1 1.4 
Overall Total 28 37.8 
Other 
Combination of two might be better 2 2.7 
Both satisfactory 5 6.8 
Both instruments are subjective j 4.1 
Very little difference between the two 9 12.2 
Do not like either one 1 1.4 
Undecided 6.8 
Overall Total 23 31.1 
This column represents the total number of survey respondents who provided at least 
one response per main grouping. 
" This column is a simple count of the number of times a comment was given. This 
column may sum up to more than 74 since each respondent often listed multiple 
comments. 
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Table 29 
Response Percentages for Comparisons Between GTEP and TPAI for Southeast School 
District's Administrators 
Number of Percentage of 
Times Category Respondents' 
Referenced" % 
Total Respondents 39 62.0 
GTEP 
More efficient and user friendly 7 17.9 
Fairer 2 5.1 
Valid research-based instrument s 5.1 
Better training provided a 7.7 
Prefer GTEP with provision for reflection by 
evaluatee after observation -> a 7.7 
A "formality" that does not address the need to 
remove poor teachers 1 2.6 
Scripting requirement distracting 1 2.6 
GTEP excellent and TPAI poor 1 2.6 
Overall Total 29 74.3 
TPAI 
Very focused and comprehensive 1 2.6 
Too cumbersome and lengthy 5 12.8 
Lacks standardization 1 2.6 
Lacks focus 1 2.6 
Poorly written instrument with many 
weaknesses 1 2.6 
Compares unfavorably with the GTEP 1 2.6 
Overall Total 10 25.6 
Other 
Combination of two might be better 1 2.6 
Both instruments are subjective 1 2.6 
Overall Total 2 5.1 
This column represents the total number of survey respondents who provided at least 
one response per main grouping. 
" This column is a simple count of the number of times a comment was given. This 
column may sum up to more than 39 since each respondent often listed multiple 
comments. 
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Summary of Findings 
This chapter presented and analyzed data collected regarding the perceptions of 
teachers and school administrators on the effectiveness of the teacher evaluation system 
that was in place in either their Southeast Georgia School District or their Central 
Georgia School District during the 2001-2002 school year on improving instruction and 
on promoting professional growth. The data was collected from written responses to a 
survey from 237 teachers and 63 administrators in the Southeast School District, along 
with 179 teachers and 34 administrators in the Central School District. The data 
collection began in May of 2002 and was completed in September of 2002. 
The demographic information on the study's participants demonstrated comparable 
characteristics for respondents in both school districts. The majority of teachers and 
administrators were female. A larger percentage of males were reported in the 
administrator group than in the teacher group. The majority of teachers reported that thev 
were between 40 to 49 years of age, while the majority of administrators reported they 
were 50 years of age or older. The majority of teachers held a Master's Degree, while the 
majority of administrators held the Education Specialist Degree. An overwhelming 
majority of teachers and administrators indicated that the enrollment at their school was 
between 401 and 800. Most of the teachers and administrators had been in their current 
position for one to five years. 
I he research format for this study revolved around one basic research question 
and seven sub research questions. Statistical analysis included both the t-test and two- 
way ANOVA to answer the first four questions. The remaining three questions were 
open-ended research questions that allowed the respondents to note personal comments 
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regarding their teacher evaluation system. These responses were analyzed and 
categorized according to the frequency of the various responses. 
Based upon the statistical analysis of the first four research sub questions, the results 
indicated that there were no statistically significant differences in the mean scores for 
teachers and administrators within each school district when compared individually by 
school district as to the effectiveness of their teacher evaluation system on improving 
instruction and promoting professional growth. However, position and school district did 
have a statistically significant effect on teachers' and school administrators' ratings of 
their teacher evaluation systems on improving instruction when both school systems were 
compared together. While administrators in both school districts were in close 
agreement, the teachers in the Southeast School District were more undecided than the 
teachers in the Central School District on the effectiveness of their teacher evaluation 
system on improving instruction. When the districts were compared together, the 
perceptions of professional growth did not vary by position and school district. 
A review of the frequency of responses to the remaining three research sub questions, 
regarding the strengths, weaknesses, and suggestions as to ways each particular teacher 
evaluation system could be improved, the majority of teachers and school administrators 
in both the Southeast School District and the Central School District listed as a strength 
that their teacher evaluation system had a positive effect on instructional improvement 
and professional growth. Both teachers and administrators in the Southeast School 
District believed that the self-reflection component of the process was extremelv 
valuable. 
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When considering weaknesses of their teacher evaluation systems, teachers and 
school administrators in the Southeast School District both made note of the time- 
consuming paperwork and the lack of objectivity of their evaluation system. Teachers 
and school administrators in the Central School District cited that the process was 
subjective and generic and that the classroom observations were too brief and limited in 
scope. 
To improve the teacher evaluation process, many teachers in the Southeast School 
District stated a need for a simpler and more objective instrument. While an 
overwhelming majority of administrators preferred GTEP. a much smaller percentage of 
teachers preferred the state program. A large percentage of teachers and school 
administrators in the Central School District suggested that their teacher evaluation 
process needed to be restructured stating a need for a more extensive professional 
development plans incorporating peer and self-evaluation. 
Therefore, in response to the basic research question, teachers and administrators 
within the Southeast School District or the Central School District did not differ 
significantly in their perception of the effectiveness of the teacher evaluation system in 
place in their Georgia public school district during the 2001-2002 school year on 
improving instruction and promoting professional growth. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS. AND IMPLICATIONS 
Summary 
The purpose of this study was to gather and analyze data from two school districts in 
Georgia, the Southeast School District and the Central School District, regarding the 
perceptions of teachers and building-level school administrators on the effectiveness of 
the teacher evaluation system that was in place in their Georgia public school district 
during the 2001-2002 school year on improving instruction and promoting professional 
growth. To conduct the study, a survey was administered that collected data from 237 
teachers and 63 administrators in the Southeast School District who utilized the locallv 
adopted Framework for Evaluation and Professional Growth - Teacher Performance 
Appraisal Instrument and 179 teachers and 34 administrators in the Central School 
District who utilized the state devised Georgia Teacher Evaluation Program. 
The research format for this study revolved around one basic research question and 
seven sub research questions. Statistical analysis included both the t-test and two-way 
ANOVA to answer the first four research questions. The remaining three questions were 
open- ended research questions that allowed the respondents to note personal comments 
regarding their teacher evaluation system. These responses were analyzed and 
categorized according to the frequency of the various responses. 
Overall, the results of this study indicated that teachers and administrators within both 
school districts agreed with each other in their ratings of the effectiveness of their teacher 
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evaluation system on improving instruction and promoting professional growth when 
analyzed individually by school system. However, when the teachers and school 
administrators in both school districts were compared together, the findings indicated that 
position and school district did have a statistically significant effect on teachers' and 
administrators' ratings of their perception of the teacher evaluation system on improving 
instruction, with teachers in the Southeast School District more undecided than the 
teachers in the Central School District as to the effectiveness of their teacher evaluation 
system on improving instruction. In contrast, position and school district did not have a 
statistically significant impact on the ratings of teachers and school administrators as to 
the effectiveness of the teacher evaluation system in use in their school district on 
promoting professional growth. When reviewing responses to the open-ended questions 
relating to the strengths, weaknesses, and suggestions for improvement of the two 
evaluation systems, a divergence of personal opinions of the respondents was noted. 
Analysis of Research Findings 
Based upon the statistical analysis of the first four research sub questions, the 
following statements describe the primary results of the study: 
1. Teachers and school administrators within both school districts agreed with each 
other's ratings as to the effectiveness of their teacher evaluation system to 
improve instruction. There were no statistically significant differences in the 
mean scores for teachers and administrators within each school district when 
compared individually by school district. 
2. Teachers and school administrators within both school districts were also in 
agreement regarding their ratings as to the effectiveness of their teacher 
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evaluation system to promote professional growth. Again, there were no 
statistically significant differences in the mean scores for teachers and 
administrators within each school district when compared individually by school 
district. 
3. Position and school district did have a statistically significant effect on teachers' 
and school administrators' ratings of their teacher evaluation systems on 
improving instruction when both school systems were compared together. While 
administrators in both school districts were in close agreement, the teachers in the 
Southeast School District were more undecided than the teachers in the Central 
School District on the perceived effectiveness of their teacher evaluation system 
on improving instruction. 
4. The position as either a teacher or a school administrator or being employed in 
either the Southeast School District or the Central School District did not have a 
statistically significant effect on teachers' and administrators' perceptions of their 
teacher evaluation systems" impact on promoting professional growth when both 
school districts were compared together. Therefore, the perceptions of impact on 
professional growth did not vary by position and school district. 
A review of the frequency of responses to the remaining three research sub questions, 
regarding the strengths, weaknesses, and suggestions as to ways each particular teacher 
evaluation system could be improved, the following statements describe the results. 
1. The majority of teachers and school administrators in both the Southeast School 
District and the Central School District listed as a strength that their teacher 
evaluation system had a positive effect on instructional improvement. Teachers 
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and administrators also noted that their teacher evaluation system provided 
opportunities for professional growth. Both teachers and administrators in the 
Southeast School District believed that the self-reflection component of the 
process was extremely valuable. 
2. When considering weaknesses of their teacher evaluation sy stems, teachers and 
school administrators in the Southeast School District both made note of the time- 
consuming paperwork and the lack of objectivity of their evaluation sy stem. 
Teachers and school administrators in the Central School District cited that the 
process was subjective and generic and that the classroom observations were too 
brief and limited in scope. 
3. While a large percentage of school administrators in the Southeast School District 
suggested returning to the Georgia Teacher Evaluation Program (GTEP), stating a 
need for a simpler and more objective instrument, only a very small percentage of 
teachers suggested that as an improvement. A number of the teachers wanted 
evaluators to conduct more formal and informal observations. A large percentage 
of teachers and school administrators in the Central School District suggested that 
their teacher evaluation process needed to be restructured. Administrators and 
teachers both commented that more extensive professional development plans 
incorporating peer and self-evaluation needed to be incorporated into the teacher 
evaluation process. 
Teachers and school administrators in the Southeast School District also were asked 
to compare the locally adopted teacher evaluation system with GTEP. While an 
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overwhelming majority of administrators preferred GTEP. a much smaller pereentage ol 
teaehers preferred the state program. 
Discussion of Research Findings 
As noted previously, this study compared the perceptions of teachers and 
administrators in the Southeast School District regarding a locally adopted alternative 
teacher evaluation system to the perceptions of teachers and administrators in the Central 
School District regarding the state devised Georgia Teacher Evaluation Program to 
determine if teachers and administrators perceived any significant difference between the 
two systems of teacher evaluation and their impact on improving instruction and 
promoting professional growth. The locally adopted alternative evaluation system 
incorporated teacher self-assessment, reflecting and educator information records, and 
individualized future growth plans, along with classroom observations and an assessment 
of the teacher's success in meeting the required duties and responsibilities. The more 
traditional Georgia Teacher Evaluation Program, focused mainly on the two components 
of classroom observations and teacher duties and responsibilities including a teacher's 
success in meeting the school's achievement goals and participation in professional 
growth opportunities. 
When consideration is given to the variations between the two teacher evaluation 
systems, it is interesting to note that, overall, the teacher and school administrator 
participants in this study were in agreement, statistically at least, on most of the study's 
issues of teacher evaluation. The only statistically significant difference was found when 
the school systems were compared together. The teachers in the school district that 
utilized the alternative evaluation system were more undecided than the teachers in the 
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school district that utilized a more traditional approach on the effectiveness of their 
evaluation system on improving instruction. In addition, even though a comparison of 
the means of teachers and administrators in response to the remaining research questions 
did not yield statistically significant differences, the means for the teachers and 
administrators in the Southeast School District were consistently lower than the means of 
teachers and administrators in the Central School System. This suggests that teachers and 
administrators in the Southeast School District may have perceived their teacher 
evaluation system less favorably on the study's issues of teacher evaluation than the 
teachers and administrators in the Central School District. Also, in response to the 
question of suggested improvements for the Southeast School District's teacher 
evaluation system, a large percentage of the administrators (43.1%) stated that the school 
district should return GTEP, although a much smaller percentage of teachers (5.1%) 
indicated their desire to do so. 
These results are interesting in light of the literature that suggested that many school 
districts consider traditional teacher evaluation systems as ineffective (Bushweller 
(1998). Anderson (1998) noted that there is a national shift from traditional to alternative 
assessments, and the nation's push for greater accountability is likely to encourase 
experiments with alternative methods. In addition, the results of a study conducted by 
Bradshaw, Colby, and Joyner (2002) indicated that teachers perceive locally developed 
alternative evaluation systems as having a stronger impact on school improvement, 
professional development, and student learning than state-mandated more traditional 
evaluation systems. 
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The need to use multiple sourees of data, rather than just a ehecklist indicating 
whether or not a teacher meets the basic minimum standards was widely suggested in the 
literature as an appropriate means for evaluating teachers (Black. IWS: Johnson. 1998: 
Millman & Darling-Hammond, 1990; Peterson, 1995; Peterson, Stevens, & Ponzio, 1998; 
Peterson. Wahlquist. Bone. Thompson. & Chatterton, 2001). Therefore, even though 
multiple data sources were utilized as part of the Southeast School District's teacher 
evaluation system, the respondents from this school district did not rate their evaluation 
system at a higher level than respondents from the Central School District whose teacher 
evaluation system was more traditional in its approach. 
I lowever, when considering the study's findings, the literature did reveal that other 
issues come into play when alternative evaluation systems are considered. Among these 
are a reluctance on the part of principals to change from the traditional checklist approach 
due to concern for their legal responsibilities (Searfoss and Tnz. 1996). and the reluctance 
of teachers to change the status quo because of a lack of awareness, distrust, pessimism, 
and a high comfort level with current practice (Duke, 1993; Kosmidou-Hardy. 
Chryssouka & Marmarinos, 2001). Taking into account this reluctance, it is useful also 
to note that Hazard (1993) stressed the importance of school districts designing clear, 
unambiguous performance criteria that must be capable of assessment and 
documentation. Interestingly, teachers (34.0%) and administrators (61.5%) in the Central 
School District who responded to the question about what they perceived as a weakness 
of their evaluation system, listed that the components of their traditional system were 
subjective, generic, and inadequate. A lower percentage of teachers (25.1%) and 
administrators (33.3%) in the Southeast School District who responded to the question 
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commented that one of the weaknesses of their teacher evaluation system was that the 
components were subjective and vague. 
When reviewing the respondents' concerns about the subjectivity of their teacher 
evaluation systems, the attributes of the evaluator need to be taken into account. Duke 
(1993) and McCloskey and Egelson (1993) discussed whether or not the same person 
could perform the dual role of helping the teacher target strengths and weaknesses and 
form a plan of improvement and making a judgmental decision of the teacher's quality 
and value. Studies by Hobson (1989) and Machell (1995) suggested that teachers judge 
the quality of their evaluation on the person who observes them and the feedback they 
receive. Some of the Central School District's teachers (30.1%) who responded to the 
question regarding weaknesses of their evaluation system listed the lack of support and 
constructive feedback they received as a weakness, while 25.1% of the Southeast School 
District teachers listed that as a weakness of their system. 
This diversity of perceptions is a reflection of the research that indicates that there is 
little agreement in the literature or among educators as to the appropriate benchmarks and 
teacher evaluation system to use to assess a teacher's performance and its impact on 
improving instruction in the classroom. (Black, 1998; Carroll, 1997; Darling-Hammond. 
1998; Dawson & Acker-Hocevar. 1998; Gullat & Ballard, 1998, Hawley & Valli, 1998, 
Lofton, Hill & Claudet, 1997; Papanastasiou, 1999; Santeusanio, 1998). However, as 
both Darling-Hammond (2003) and Danielson (2001) noted in their research, the 
capability of the teacher in the classroom has a significant impact on student learning. 
Therefore, it is important that teachers and administrators in both school districts listed as 
a strength that their teacher evaluation systems had a positive effect on instructional 
118 
improvement. Respondents from the Southeast School District included their system's 
focus on the improvement of the quality of the instructional program, the identification of 
a teacher's strengths and weaknesses, the opportunity for the teacher to reflect on their 
instruction and complete a self-analysis, the utilization of multiple data sources, and the 
opportunity to conference and receive feedback from the evaluator. Also to be taken into 
account is the fact that over 90% of the Central School District's administrators and 
teachers who responded commented that a strength of GTHP was that it had a positive 
effect on instructional improvement (eg. provided feedback to teachers regarding 
instruction, was objective and focused on effective teaching strategies, and was 
consistent, fair, and well structured targeting strengths and weakness of teachers.) 
Both the Southeast and Central School Districts" teacher evaluation systems 
contained professional growth components. Numerous writers have discussed the 
incorporation of professional growth in teacher evaluation plans (Bullard, 1998; Conlev 
& Dixon; 1990; Contreras, 1999; Danielson & McGreal, 2000; Egelson, 1994; Powell, 
2000) with an emphasis on teacher input. In the ten-year follow-up study of teacher 
evaluation practices in the 100 largest school districts in the United States conducted by 
Loup, Garland. Ellett, and Rugutt (1996), a large proportion of the respondents reported 
that professional growth was a primary focus of teacher evaluation. When reviewing the 
descriptive statistics for the overall impact on promoting professional growth, a 
comparison of the means indicated that the teachers in both school districts rated their 
evaluation system as less effective on promoting professional growth than did the 
administrators. It was interesting to note that the means for administrators in both school 
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districts were almost identical, with the mean of 5.90 for administrators in the Southeast 
School District and the mean of 5.91 for administrators in the Central School District. 
When asked to list strengths of their teacher evaluation systems, teachers and 
administrators in both school districts listed opportunities for professional growth. 
Within the Southeast School District respondents reported that the process supported and 
encouraged professional growth including collaboration with colleagues and 
administrators. The opportunity for the administrator and the teacher to share ideas and 
to discuss the teacher's personal contribution to the school improvement plan was a 
strength noted by administrators. Central School District's teachers and administrators 
cited that their teacher evaluation system provided opportunities for professional growth 
including provisions for the promotion of collaboration among teacher, evaluator, and 
colleagues. Some teachers commented that the process "includes staff development, 
workshops, and classes teachers can take to improve instruction" and that plans of action 
are put into place to help the at risk teacher. 
In addition, to support professional growth, the value of self-retlection and peer 
evaluation was noted among respondents from both the Southeast School District and the 
Central School District. Shinkfield (1994) and Whalen and DeRose (1993) stressed the 
power of peer appraisals, emphasizing that the level of professionalism is raised when 
teachers, with the support and encouragement of their colleagues, are allowed to pursue 
areas of professional growth. Other writers (Powell, 2000; Bullard, 1998; Rowe, 2000; 
Sawyer, 2001) also emphasized the importance of self-assessment and self-reflection in 
improving the learning environment and the performance of the school. 
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Conclusions 
In this era of accountability and school reform efforts, teacher evaluation can be a 
powerful tool in school improvement efforts if there is a system in place that could 
improve classroom instruction and promote the professional growth of teachers. There is 
a familiar saying that states that, "if you always do what we have always done you will 
get what you have always gotten." The No Child Left Behind law says that what we have 
always gotten is not good enough. If teachers are to take risks and experiment with new 
teaching strategies, then a teacher evaluation system needs to be designed to encourage 
professional growth. Performance appraisal can be a useful tool in increasing the 
effectiveness of teachers in the delivery of instruction in order to improve the academic 
performance of the students. Therefore, it is imperative that when a teacher's 
performance is evaluated, he or she receives quality feedback in a format that validates 
his or her strengths and provides meaningful suggestions for improvement. 
The overall findings of this study revealed that teachers and school administrators in 
both school districts were in close agreement, statistically, as to their ratings of the 
effectiveness of their teacher evaluation system on improving instruction and promoting 
professional growth. The only difference that was statistically significant was the one 
that indicated that the teachers in the Southeast School District were more undecided than 
the teachers in the Central School District on the effectiveness of their teacher evaluation 
system on improving instruction. Considering that one school district utilized a locally 
adopted alternative evaluation system, and the other school district utilized a more 
traditional state devised system, the findings generate interest. This is especially true 
when the literature suggested that alternative evaluation systems have been perceived by 
some teachers as having a stronger impact on student learning than state mandated more 
traditional evaluation systems. 
I he Southeast School District's willingness to take advantage of the opportunity to 
experiment with an alternate teacher evaluation system, while not perceived by the 
respondents as being more effective on improving instruction and impacting professional 
growth at the time of the study, indicated the school district's capacity to change its 
procedures in an era of school improvement efforts. Within the scope of this study, it 
cannot be determined whether it was the respondents difficulty implementing a change in 
their teacher evaluation system, or the nature of the new evaluation system itself that 
resulted in the respondents' reported perceptions. 
The Central School District, while they maintained the use of the state devised 
Georgia Teacher Evaluation Program with modifications to include student learning gains 
and participation in professional development opportunities, as required by the state of 
Georgia in its reform efforts, their ratings of their perceptions of GTEP's impact in 
improving instruction and promoting professional growth indicated that there was room 
for improvement in that process. 
Teachers and school level administrators are not always in agreement when 
considering the various aspects of teacher evaluation. However, as this study illustrates, 
data that reflects the attitudes and perceptions of teachers and administrators toward their 
various teacher evaluation systems can be useful in determining how these evaluation 
systems could be made more relevant and useful to teachers in improving their 
instruction in the classroom. As noted earlier, the quality of the individual teacher in the 
classroom is integral to student success. 
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Implications 
As school systems attempt to meet state and federal expectations of improving the 
quality of teaehing in the public schools in order to achieve a quality education for all 
students, all efforts toward reforming our sehools now must focus on ensuring that 
student achievement and learning improve. The No Child Left Behind law is based on 
the assumption that every child, regardless of ineome, gender, race, ethnicity, or 
disability, can learn and that every child deserves to learn. It also recognizes the 
importance of schools being staffed with effective and highly qualified teachers in order 
to improve instruction. As such, the utilization of improved teacher evaluation systems 
to ensure that teachers are highly qualified takes on an increased importance. 
This study's comparison of a locally adopted alternative evaluation system and a 
traditional state developed teacher evaluation system indicated that although teachers and 
school administrators within each school district were in close agreement, overall, in their 
ratings of the effectiveness and impact of their teacher evaluation systems on improving 
instruction and promoting professional growth, they had a divergence of personal 
opinions on the strengths, weaknesses, and suggestions as to how both evaluation systems 
could be improved. Therefore, in this era of accountability, it is important for educators 
to consider how these evaluation systems could be made more relevant and useful to 
teachers and school administrators in improving instruction and promoting professional 
growth. Perhaps an alternative teacher evaluation system combining both systems, the 
Teacher Performanee Appraisal Instrument and the Georgia Teacher Evaluation Program, 
could be developed that would more effectively determine a teacher's instructional 
effectiveness and provide suggestions for professional growth activities. 
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When implementing a change in teacher evaluation procedures, school districts need 
to consider the process they follow to be sure that all stakeholders have input into the 
process, and, as such, will embrace rather than reject the change. It is important when 
instituting these changes that consideration is given to the role of teachers in meeting the 
school's and school system's student achievement goals and to make note of teachers 
participation in professional development opportunities and the application of the 
concepts learned to classroom and school activities in order to assess the impact on 
instructional improvement. 
Dissemination 
Legislators in the state of Georgia and school superintendents in the various Georgia 
school districts should find this information useful as they work toward improving the 
quality of instruction in the public school's of Georgia along with providing highly 
qualified teachers in each and every classroom in accordance with the provisions of the 
state mandated A-Plus Education Reform Act of2()()() passed by the Georgia General 
Assembly on March 16, 2000 and the No Child Left Behind Act that was passed by- 
Congress in 2001. Superintendents of both the Southeast School District and the Central 
School District will be provided with copies of the study to utilize as they consider 
various options, including improved teacher evaluation, to improve the academic 
achievement of students in their school districts. In addition, Georgia state legislators are 
welcome to add the results of this study to other research and information as they 
consider recommendations and options to enable the state's students to meet the 100% 
proficiency goal of achieving the state's definition of Adequate Yearly Progress based on 
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student performance on state standardized tests and to help ensure that all teachers are 
highly qualified. 
Recommendations 
Based on the finding of this study and the review of the literature on teacher 
evaluation, the following recommendations are made: 
1. Further studies need to be conducted that would provide additional insight as to 
what attributes of a teacher evaluation system contribute to improved instruction 
and professional growth. 
2. A replication of this study using a larger sample should be conducted to include 
not only a larger region of the state, but also department superv isors and school 
board members. 
3. School districts should ensure that there is a clear understanding in their school 
district that the purpose of teacher evaluation is to improve instruction and 
promote professional growth. 
4. Staff development activities need to be designed and offered that expand school 
level administrators and teachers knowledge base of alternative teacher evaluation 
systems and their benefits to encourage them to move out of their comfort zone of 
familiarity with their current teacher evaluation system and into a willingness to 
explore the adoption or development of a more growth oriented teacher evaluation 
system that they might find more meaningful and beneficial. 
5. School districts should assess their teacher evaluation system frequently and make 
changes where necessary after obtaining input from all stakeholders with special 
consideration given to including a self-reflection component. 
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6. Improved Professional Development Plans that are related to both the school 
district's and the individual school's improvement plans need to be implemented 
in order to promote professional growth and improve the instructional process. 
7. Consideration should be given to providing alternative forms of teacher 
evaluation that match a teacher's employment status, level of experience, and 
measure of demonstrated competence in order to better meet the needs of the 
individual teacher. The development of the alternative system would need to be a 
collaborative process between the teacher and evaluator in order to encourage the 
teacher to take responsibility for instructional improvement in his or her 
classroom. 
8. Regardless of the teacher evaluation system utilized, efforts should be taken to be 
sure that evaluators are well trained to ensure that the quality of their feedback is 
knowledgeable and insightful and is perceived to be an opportunity for reflection 
and growth. 
9. State Departments of Education need to provide the resources necessarv for the 
development and implementation of programs that combine teacher evaluation 
and school improvement efforts that help meet the requirements of No Child Left 
Behind. 
10. Incentives and support need to be provided to encourage more teachers to earn 
National Board Certification. 
Closing Thoughts 
l eaching is a demanding and challenging profession. Teachers have never taken 
lightly the responsibility of helping prepare children for their future. However, in this era 
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of accountability and school reform efforts, a substantial burden of responsibility for 
meeting and exceeding the measurable indicators of school improvement has been placed 
upon the shoulders of classroom teachers despite the numerous other factors that impact a 
student's academic performance. Therefore, every effort must be made to ensure that 
teachers are supported by a teacher evaluation system that provides them with the 
opportunity to improve their instructional skills and promotes their professional growth. 
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APPENDIX A 
PERMISSION TO USE SURVEY INSTRUMENT 
SHREWSBURY PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
100 Maple Avenue/Shrewsbury, Massachusetts 01545 
508-841-8400 www.ci.shrewsbury.ma.us Fax 508-841-8490 
Michael F. Brandmeyer 
Assistant Superintendent 
Anthony J. Bent, Ed.D. 
Superintendent of Schools 
Patrick C. Collins 
Director of Business Services 
August 28, 2000 
Ms. lane .Ford-Brocato 
White Bluff Elementary School 
9902 White Bluff Road 
Savannah, Georgia 31406 
Dear Jane: 
I am pleased that you contacted me and that the survey from my 
dissertation is of interest to you. Please feel free to adapt it as necessary for your 
purposes. 
I would, indeed, be interested in your results and look forward to hearing 
from you again. In the meantime, I wish you all the best as you complete your 
doctoral program. 
The Shrewsbury Public Schools, in partnership with the community, will provide students with the skills and 
knowledge for the next century, an appreciation of our democratic tradition, and the desire to continue to learn througbou, 
Sincerely, 
Anthony J. Bent, Ed.D. 
Superintendent of Schools 
ABJ/kdh 
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APPENDIX B 
LETTERS TO SUPERIN TENDENTS REQUESTING PERMISSION 
TO CONDUCT SURVEY 
White Bluff Elementary School 
9902 White Bluff Road 
Savannah, Georgia 31406 
Telephone: (912) 961-3325 
FAX: (912) 961-3334 
Col. John O'Sullivan, Superintendent 
Savannah-Chatham County Public Schools 
208 Bull Street 
Savannah. Georgia 31401 
October 1, 2001 
Dear. Col. O'Sullivan. 
As a doctoral student in Educational Leadership at Georgia Southern University, I have selected the 
following topic for my dissertation: "teacher and administrator perceptions of teacher performance 
evaluation systems in two Georgia public schools systems." The study is designed to measure the 
perceptions of teachers and administrators regarding the newly revised Framework for Professional 
Growth-Teacher Performance Appraisal Instrument in use in the Savannah-Chatham Public School System 
and compare these perceptions to the perceptions of teachers and administrators regarding the Georgia 
Teacher Evaluation Program in use in a comparable system. Unless permission is granted, the names of the 
school districts will remain anonymous. 
The research shows that teacher evaluation has the potential for improving teachers' skills and contributing 
to school improvement. Most educators now agree that this era of increased accountability calls for 
increased teaching effectiveness. Therefore, educators want an evaluation process that focuses on the 
teaching learning process and how it can be improved. Current restructuring initiatives and demands for 
higher standards for student achievement are pressing teachers to take risks and try new approaches in the 
classroom. If teachers are to adopt new approaches to teaching, then, an evaluation system designed to 
encourage individual teacher growth is a necessity. This study should provide useful information that can 
be utilized to evaluate current evaluation processes to determine if they are relevant and useful to teachers 
in improving instruction and promoting professional growth. 
My plan is to survey all the principals and assistant principals in the selected school systems that serve 
elementary, middle, and high school levels since the administrators at this level participate in the formal 
and informal evaluation of teachers. The teachers to be surveyed will be selected using a stratified random 
sampling from lists of all faculty employed in the elementary, middle, and high schools systems to 
guarantee that all subgroups in the population are proportionately represented. 
If you agree to allow administrators and teachers in the Savannah-Chatham Public Schools to participate in 
the study, 1 will send you a copy of the survey for your approval before sending out any surveys. In 
addition I will also be happy to share the results of the project with you when completed. While, prior 
approval had been received from Ms. Virginia Edwards, your predecessor, the survey was not conducted 
before she retired. 
If you have any questions or recommendations and wish to contact me regarding this project, 1 can be 
reached by phone at (912) 961-3325, by writing to the above address, by faxing a message to (912) 961- 
3334, or by e-mail, Internet Address: JFBrocato@AOL.com. Thank you for your consideration of my 
request. 
Sincerely, 
y 
Jane Ford-Brocato 
Principal 
cBibb Gxinty Public §chods 
484 MULBERRY STREET • POST OFFICE BOX 6157 
MACON, GEORGIA 31208 • 478/765-8711 
October 29, 2001 
Ms. Jane Ford-Brocato 
Principal 
White Bluff Elementary School 
9902 White Bluff Road 
Savannah, GA 31406 
Dear Ms. Ford-Brocato: 
I have received and reviewed your survey regarding the teacher 
evaluation process and have found it to be in approvable form. You may 
proceed with your research. 
Please provide our system with a copy of your findings. 
Sincerely, 
SWM:ja 
146 
APPERNDIX C 
LETTERS GRANTING PERMISSION TO CONDUCT SURVEY 
Chris White 
10/25/01 12:24 PM 
To 
cc 
Subject 
jfbrocato@aol.com 
Jane Brocato-Ford/White Bluff/ELEM/SCHOOLS/CCBOE@CCBOE 
Doctoral Study 
Mrs. Brocato, 
This will confirm receipt of your letter to Colonel O'Sullivan, requesting approval to survey administrators 
and teachers in the Savannah-Chatham County Public Schools for your doctoral dissertation Colonel 
O'Sullivan has reviewed your request and supports your efforts. 
Please let us know if a signed consent form is required. 
Thank you. 
Chris White 
White Bluff Elementary School 
9902 White Bluff Road 
Savannah, Georgia 31406 
Telephone: (912) 961-3325 
FAX: (912) 961-3334 
October 1, 2001 
Rochelle B. Simms, Ed. D. 
Assistant to the Superintendent 
Bibb County Public Schools 
484 Mulberry Street 
Post Office Box 6157 
Macon, Georgia 31208 
Dear Dr. Simms: 
During August 2000 permission to conduct research in the Bibb County Public 
School System utilizing a survey regarding the teacher evaluation process was granted. 
Unfortunately, I was not able to conduct the survey during the 2000-2001 school year. 
However, I would like to request permission to conduct the survey during the current 
school year. Enclosed please find a copy of the survey instrument for your review. 
Should the survey instrument change as a result of input from my dissertation committee, 
I will immediately provide you with a copy of any changes prior to conducting the 
survey. A copy of the original letters also are included. It is understood that participation 
would be completely voluntary and school instructional time would not be used to 
complete the survey. 
Thank you again for your consideration of my request. 
Sincerely, 
Jane Ford-Brocato 
Principal 
Enclosures 
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APPENDIX D 
SURVEY COVER LETTER 
May 13, 2002 
Dear Fellow Educator: 
As a doctoral student in Educational Leadership at Georgia Southern Llniversity. 1 
presently am working at the dissertation level. My research study involves how public 
school principals, assistant principals, and teachers perceive the teacher evaluation 
process in place in their school district. You have been selected to participate and your 
superintendent has given me permission to contact you. 
The research shows that teacher evaluation has the potential for improving teachers' 
skills and contributing to school improvement. This study should provide helpful 
information that can be utilized to evaluate current evaluation processes to determine if 
they are relevant and useful to teachers 
Although you are not under any obligation to participate, please take about 15 minutes of 
your precious time to complete the enclosed survey. Please be assured that the 
information you provide will be completely confidential and reported by category of 
respondent. Completion of the survey and its prompt return will indicate your 
willingness to participate in this valuable research project. For your convenience, I have 
included a self-addressed stamped envelope. The results of the survey will be provided 
upon request. 
If you have questions about the research, please call me at (912) 961-3325 or contact me 
via e-mail address JFBrocato 'd aol.com. If you have any questions or concerns about 
your rights as a research participant in this study, they should be directed to the IRB 
Coordinator at the office of Research Services and Sponsored Programs of Georgia 
Southern University at (912) 681-5465. 
Thank you in advance for taking the time to participate in this study. I greatly appreciate 
your cooperation and support. 
Sincerely, 
Jane Ford-Brocato 
Public School Administrator 
APPENDIX E 
SOUTHEAST SCHOOE DISTRICT TEACHER EVALUATION 
PERCEPTION SURVEY 
SOUTHEAST GEORGIA SCHOOL DISTRICT TEACHER EVALUATION 
PERCEPTION SURVEY 
PART I Teachers and Principal's General Perceptions 
Directions: Listed below you will find a series of statements about the purposes and 
practices of teacher evaluation. Please respond to each statement by circling the 
appropriate response based on your perception of the teacher evaluation system currently 
in use in your school district. Use the following scale for your responses: 
Strongly Disagree (SD) =1 Disagree (D) ^2 Undecided (U) =3 Agree (A) ^4 Strongly Agree (SA) - 5 
The teacher evaluation system in use in my school district SD D U A SA 
1. has as its primary purpose the improvement of instruction. 1 2 3 4 5 
2. emphasizes the professional growth of teachers. 12 3 4 5 
3. provides useful suggestions for instructional improvement. 1 2 3 4 5 
4. identifies areas of instruction that the teacher needs 1 2 3 4 5 
to strengthen. 
5. utilizes classroom observations to help improve instructional 12 3 4 5 
practices. 
6. promotes productive leadership or team membership skills 1 2 3 4 5 
to assist the school in accomplishing its overall mission. 
_ j 
1 
7. provides for the sharing of ideas between the teacher and 
the evaluator to encourage professional growth. 
8. includes the use of student achievement data to assist in 
determining the effectiveness of instruction and to guide 
suggestions for improvement. 
9. has a positive influence on contributing to overall school 12 3 4 5 
improvement and teaching reform. 
10. uses multiple data sources to assess the quality of instruction 12 3 4 5 
provided to students in order to assist in providing 
information to improve instruction. 
11. encourages collaboration with colleagues to improve skills 1 2 3 4 5 
in the areas of planning, problem solving, and communication. 
SD D U A SA 
12. is conducted by competent evaluators who have the expertise 12 3 4 5 
to utilize the process to improve the quality of instruction. 
13. is linked with professional development. 12 3 4 5 
14. provides an accurate assessment of teaching performance. 1 2 3 4 5 
15. has a positive effect on instructional improvement in my 12 3 4 5 
school. 
16. has a positive impact on promoting professional growth in 1 2 3 4 5 
my school. 
PART II Overall Rating 
Directions: As you think about the purposes and practices of teacher evaluation, as 
you understand it in your school district, please rate your latest evaluation experience on 
its overall effectiveness on improving teacher performance from a scale of Very 
Ineffective to Very Effective and its overall impact on promoting professional growth 
from a scale of Low Impact to High Impact. Please circle the appropriate number from 
1 to 9 to indicate your response. 
1. Overall Effectiveness in Improving Instruction 
Very Ineffective 1 23456789 Very Effective 
2. Overall Impact on Promoting Professional Growth 
Low Impact 123456789 High Impact 
Part III Open-Ended Questions 
Directions: Please respond to the following four questions: 
1. What are the strentzths of vour district's teacher evaluation svstem'.:' 
What are the weaknesses of vour district's teacher evaluation svstem? 
How would vou improve vour district's teacher evaluation system? 
4. If vou have evaluated with or have been evaluated bv both the Georgia Teacher 
Evaluation Program and vour district's Framework for Professional Growth: The 
Teacher Performance Appraisal Instrument, how would you compare vour 
district's teacher evaluation svstem to the Cieoruia Teacher Evaluation Program? 
PART IV Demographic Information 
Directions: Please circle the appropriate response. 
1. Current position: 
Teacher 
Assistant Principal 
Principal 
2. Current level: 
Elementary School 
Middle School 
High School 
3. Total years in current role 
(count current year as 1 year): 
I-5 years 
6-10 years 
II-15 years 
16-20 years 
21-25 years 
25 or more years 
4. Hiuhest level of education: 
B. A./B. S. 
M. A./M. S./M. Ed. 
Ed. S. 
Ed. D./Ph. D. 
Female 
Male 
20-29 
30-39 
40-49 
50 or older 
7. The student enrollment in my school is: 
Eess than 400 
401-800 
801-1200 
More than 1200 
5. Sex: 
6. Age: 
THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR COOPERATION! 
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APPENDIX F 
CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT TEACHER EVALUATION 
PERCEPTION SURVEY 
CENTRAL GEORGIA SCHOOL DISTRICT TEACHER EVALUATION 
PERCEPTION SURVEY 
PART I Teachers and Principal's General Perceptions 
Directions: Listed below you will find a series of statements about the purposes and 
practices of teacher evaluation. Please respond to each statement by circling the 
appropriate response based on your perception of the teaeher evaluation system currentlv 
in use in your school district. Use the following scale for your responses: 
Strongly Disagree (SD) -1 Disagree (D) =2 Undecided (U) =3 Agree (A) -4 Strongly Agree (SA) = 5 
The teacher evaluation system in use in my school district SD D U A SA 
1. has as its primary purpose the improvement of instruction. 1 2 3 4 5 
2. emphasizes the professional growth of teachers. 1 -> J 4 5 
-) j. provides useful suggestions for instructional improvement. 1 2 3 4 5 
4. identifies areas of instruction that the teacher needs 1 
to strengthen. 
9 3 4 5 
5. utilizes classroom observations to help improve instructional 1 
practices. 
2 4 5 
6. promotes productive leadership or team membership skills 1 
to assist the school in accomplishing its overall mission. 
2 ■") 4 5 
7. provides for the sharing of ideas between the teacher and 1 
the evaluator to encourage professional growth. 
2 -) 4 5 
8. includes the use of student achievement data to assist in 1 
determining the effectiveness of instruction and to guide 
suggestions for improvement. 
2 4 5 
9. has a positive influence on contributing to overall school 1 
improvement and teaching reform. 
2 4 5 
10. uses multiple data sources to assess the quality of instruction 1 
provided to students in order to assist in providing 
information to improve instruction. 
2 -> 4 5 
11. encourages collaboration with colleagues to improve skills 1 2 4 5 
in the areas of planning, problem solving, and communication. 
SD D U A SA 
12. is conducted by competent evaluators who have the expertise 12 3 4 5 
to utilize the process to improve the quality of instruction. 
13. is linked with professional development. 12 3 4 5 
14. provides an accurate assessment of teaching performance. 12 3 4 5 
15. has a positive effect on instructional improvement in my 1 2 3 4 5 
school. 
16. has a positive impact on promoting professional growth in 1 2 3 4 5 
my school. 
PART 11 Overall Rating 
Directions: As you think about the purposes and practices of teacher evaluation, as 
you understand it in your school district, please rate your latest evaluation experience on 
its overall effectiveness on improving teacher performance from a scale of Very 
Ineffective to Very Effective and its overall impact on promoting professional growth 
from a scale of Low Impact to High Impact. Please circle the appropriate number from 
1 to 9 to indicate your response. 
1. Overall Effectiveness in Improving Instruction 
Very Ineffective 123456789 Very Effective 
2. Overall Impact on Promoting Professional Growth 
Low Impact 123456789 High Impact 
Part III Open-Ended Questions 
Directions: Please respond to the following three questions: 
1. What are the strengths of your district's teacher evaluation system? 
What are the weaknesses of vour district's teacher evaluation svstem? 
3. How would vou improve vour district's teacher evaluation system'.' 
PART IV Demographic Information 
Directions: Please circle the appropriate response. 
1. Current position: 
Teacher 
Assistant Principal 
Principal 
2. Current level: 
Elementary School 
Middle School 
High School 
3. Total years in current role 
(count current year as 1 year): 
I-5 years 
6-10 years 
II-15 years 
16-20 years 
21-25 years 
25 or more years 
4. Highest level of education: 
B. A./B. S. 
M. A./M. S./M. Ed. 
Ed. S. 
Ed. D./Ph. D. 
Female 
Male 
20-29 
30-39 
40-49 
50 or older 
7. The student enrollment in my school is: 
Less than 400 
401-800 
801-1200 
More than 1200 
5. Sex: 
6. Age: 
THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR COOPERATION 
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APPENDIX G 
INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD APPROVAL FORM 
Georgia Southern University 
Office of Research Services & Sponsored Programs 
Institutional Review Board (IRB) 
! Phone:912-681-5465 
j Fax: 912-681-0719 
P.O. Box 8005 
Ovrsight@gasou.edu Statesboro. GA 30460-8005 
To: Jane Ford-Brocato 
Leadership, Technology and Fluman Development 
Cc: T.C. Chan, Faculty Advisor 
Leadership, Technology and Human Development 
From: Mr. Neil Garretson, Coordinator -t'!jr"" 
Research Oversight Committees (IACUC/IBC/IRB) 
Date: May 13. 2002 
Subject: Status of Application for Approval to Utilize Human Subjects in Research 
After an expedited review of your proposed research project titled 'Teacher and Administrator Perceptions of 
Teacher Performance Evaluation Systems in Two Georgia Public School Districts," it appears that the research 
subjects are at minimal risk and appropriate safeguards are in place. I am, therefore, on behalf of the Institutional 
Review Board able to certify that adequate provisions have been planned to protect the rights of the human research 
subjects. This proposed research is approved through an expedited review procedure as authorized in the Federal 
Policy for the Protection of Human Subjects (45 CFR §46.110(7)), which states: 
(7) Research on individual or group characteristics or behavior (including, but not limited to. 
research on perception, cognition, motivation, identity, language, communication, cultural beliefs 
or practices, and social behavior) or research employing survey, interview, oral history, focus 
group, program evaluation, human factors evaluation, or quality assurance methodologies. 
However, this approval is conditional upon the following revisions and/or additions being completed AND 
APPROVED BY THE IRB COORDINATOR prior the collection of any data: 
1. The informed consent cover letter you indicated was not included. This must be reviewed and approved by the 
IRB Coordinator before beginning this project. 
2. Please submit a copy of the letters of permission from each of the school superintendents that you indicated you 
have obtained in your application materials. 
If you have any questions, comments, or concerns about these conditions of approval, please do not hesitate to 
contact the IRB Coordinator. Please send a copy of all revised and/or additional materials to the IRB Coordinator at 
the Office of Research Services and Sponsored Programs (PO Box 8005). 
This IRB approval is in effect for one year from the date of this letter. If at the end of that time, there have been 
no changes to the exempted research protocol, you may request an extension of the approval period for an additional 
year. In the interim, please provide the IRB with any information concerning any significant adverse event, 
whether or not it is believed to be related to the study, within five working days of the event. In addition, if a 
change or modification of the approved methodology becomes necessary, you must notify the IRB Coordinator 
prior to initiating any such changes or modifications. At that time, an amended application for IRB approval may 
be submitted. Upon completion of your data collection, please notify the IRB Coordinator so that your file may be 
closed. 
Georgia Southern University 
Office of Research Services & Sponsored Programs 
Institutional Review Board (IRB) 
Phone: 912-681-5465 
Fax: 912-681-0719 
P.O. Box 8005 
Ovrsight@gasou.edu Statesboro, GA 30460-8005 
To: Jane Ford-Brocato 
Leadership, Technology and Human Development 
Cc: T.C. Chan, Faculty Advisor 
Leadership, Technology and Human Development 
,/ 
From: Mr. Neil Garretson, Coordinator 
Research Oversight Committees'(I ACUC/IBC/IRB) 
Date: May 22, 2002 
Subject: Status of Conditional IRB Approval to Utilize Human Subjects in Research 
The Institutional Review Board (IRB) Committee has received your revised and/or additional application materials 
for the approved research titled, "Teacher and Administrator Perceptions of Teacher Performance Evaluation 
Systems in Two Georgia Public School Districts." You have satisfactorily met the conditions of your Institutional 
Review Board (IRB) approval, as detailed in the May 13, 2002 approval letter. 
Please remember that this approval is in effect for one year (5/13/02 - 5/13/03) and if at the end of that time there 
have been no substantive changes to the approved methodology, you may request a one year extension of the 
approval period. 
Good luck with your research efforts, and if you have any questions, comments, or concerns about the status of your 
approval, please do not hesitate to contact me. 
